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   [ I have to say that the grammar/spelling/punctuation, in 
     some of today's posts, has plunged to a near-unreadable 
     low point.  Spell-checkers and grammar-checkers are
     commonly available - try a package like Word 97. ]


Greetings from 'GL7':
----------------------------------------------------------------------
 
I finally forced the issue with Kim's mom. I found out that she is
trying to keep me from even driving by her house, so I drove by almost
every day until one of the neighbor kids squealed on me. I was just
trying to get mom to communicate with me and it worked. She and her new
boyfriend drove over to my home and she warned me not to come around.
Then she accused me of doing something that I never did in my life -
exposing myself in public. She said she knows neighbors who are willing
to say that they saw me doing it. I called her a liar, but she refused
to mention who these so-called witnesses were. She said that Kim is
afraid of me and doesn't want to see me. I told mom that Kim has NEVER
been afraid of me and we've known each other for over two years. I said
if Kim doesn't want me to come around, she'll have to tell me herself.

Mom said she would have Kim phone me and tell me she didn't want to see
me. Well, I've been waiting for over a week and no phone call.

Apparently Kim is unwilling to go along with her mentally ill mom. Mom
apparently thinks that there is something unnatural or unhealthy about
the relationship between Kim and me, but neither she nor anyone else has
ever accused us of doing anything improper.

Mom was even upset because I sent Kim a birthday card and an Easter
card. (Wow! - real child abuse! HUH? I wonder how many years in a
maximum security prison I'll get for that felony!) I suspect that Kim
never saw those cards - but I bought duplicate cards, just in case mom
wants to re-join the human race and let Kim see them. What a wonderful
mother! Kim is not even allowed to receive X-mas or birthday presents
from me. Kim's never even been to the nearby theme park. Mom promised
last year that we could all go together, then changed her mind. 

The woman has changed a beautiful, harmonious, loving situation
between me and Kim and the neighborhood kids into a situation where the
children don't trust me and run in fear to tell their parents when they
see me. One father chased my car down the street like a dog. It was
hilarious but also very sad. If he didn't want me around, why didn't he
at least phone me and tell me so? I had warned the family last year that
Kim's mom is a psychopathical liar, but they didn't listen. They
believed that two-faced crazy b*tch. One reason I drove by from time to
time was to let Kim know that I had not abandoned her and had not
forgotten her and that I still loved her. I had previously told her that
I would always love her. We took our wedding vows some time ago. 

Kim was only six when we fell in love. She was so sweet when she
asked me to go to bed with her and I accepted. The next thing she did
was to ask me if I had any lipstick (to make herself look more
attractive to me). I just told her she didn't need it - that she was
very pretty the way she was. I was afraid to get too sexual with her in
bed, but she asked me to lie on top of her and I complied. She told 
me how warm it felt. And then for the first time in my life, I did 
what I had always dreamed about but had never done. While lying on 
top of her, I gave her a long passionate kiss on the lips. She
was the perfect partner for that kiss. She never objected. She never
turned away. She went right along with it. It was the best kiss I ever
had in my life. When I was finally finished, Kim remarked, "That's the
way adults kiss." From that moment, our affair escalated. On a later
occasion in bed, our naked bodies intertwined. It was the most beautiful
feeling I ever had. By then she had turned seven.

Mom invited me to Kim's seventh birthday party two years ago. It
was attended by seven and eight year old little girl friends of hers. I
remember sitting in the living room with little girls sitting around
everywhere. I was lifted. It was as though I had gone to heaven. I was
floating in the ineffable vibrations of little girls surrounding me, all
in their prettiest little dresses. I only regret that it didn't last
long enough. It was time to eat and the girls got up and went to get ice
cream and cake. I could have bathed in their auras all day long. If
heaven is that good, I wouldn't need anything more. 

I have often tried to analyze why I am enamored by little girls.
Before I met Kim, I had made up a list of 119 reasons why I prefer
little girls to grown women. After my romantic affair with Kim, I could
add more reasons. 

Just yesterday I was in a department store and saw a little girl
playing on the floor, I kept looking at her just to get a glimpse of her
panties while a woman was staring at me, probably the first time in my
life that I was unable to conceal what I was doing. The problem was that
the girl's mother and her daughter were in a women's department and I
stood out like a sore thumb. Then I saw a little girl of eight or so
wearing a sheer blouse where I could see her budding nipples as though
she were wearing a wet T-shirt. I moved around for a better look, while
still in the ladies' department. I didn't know what to pretend to be
doing surrounded by women's shoes. But I noticed from behind that the
glrl seemed to be wearing a tiny bra. I don't know why. I was also
almost transparent, and there was nothing but two little pink nipples
jutting out, slightly smaller than Hershey kisses.

Perhaps little girls are "super feminine." I don't know. They just
have a certain quality that's hard to define - a quality that they all
lose when they grow up, which is life's greatest tragedy. 

In a recent post I mentioned that I bought a prettiest little girls'
dress and that I was embarrassed.  Judging by a reader's comment, maybe
I didn't make it clear that I was not embarrassed when I bought the
dress. I was embarrassed when I told all the readers out there that I
used the dress when I masturbate (to catch the you-know-what), and I'm
embarrased right now writing about it, but it definitely increases the
sexual excitement for me. 

I encourage feedback. Is anyone reading this?

'GL7'
------------------------------------------------------------------



'Cipolin' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

'Quilty' - here's another film to add to the movie
list, if it's not already there.

ROULA, GERMAN, 1996/7? (dir: Martin Enlen)

A writer of children's books and his 11 year old
daughter go to stay in a beachside house for the
summer.  There they meet a woman they soon learn
has been in an incestuous relationship with her
father since she was the same age as the writer's
daughter.  Various fractured relationships ensue.

The plot's a little complicated, so the above is
just the bare bones.  The film seems to tie
inextricably peadophilia with incest.  The
peadophile character is presented with some
character and depth, and is not just a caricature
of evil, (although it is difficult to have any
sympathy for his character, and he gets a nasty
treatment by the film's finale).

Interestingly, the paedophile is presented by the
film as relying heavily on his own photography as
a means of expressing his desire, although he gets
his subjects to adopt cheesy glamour poses for
him, which is a little unrealistic.

It's an interesting film, although the only
subjects in the film who are not dsyfunctional are
the children.

Not one of the many child actors in the film is
less than stunning (even those playing the
bit-parts!), and for those for whom it is
important, there is an underwear swimming scene
(nice budding breasts), a love-making scene
between the young girl and her father, and a brief
full-frontal nude in close-up, amongst other
rewarding scenes.

(For Australian subscribers, this film was on the
SBS last week - sorry, I didn't know about it
until it was screened... luckily, I taped it ;)

Regards,

'Cipolin'
------------------------------------------------------------------



'Desire' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------

It's been a bit longer than I'm used to, but that's just because
other things have been taking too much of my time.

During the Ascencion (sp?) weekend I spent some time in a meeting
in another city, and because it was quite far (by Dutch standards
that is), I spent the nights in the house of one of the other people
present. He and his wife have four children (although two or three
of them come from earlier marriages), but one of them was visiting
a friend, leaving one boy (9) and two girls (5 and 1). And the
parents, me, and three other guests. I had a very nice time with the
two girls on the last morning.

Another thing that made me feel happy as a girl-lover that weekend
was a book, 'Your Child from A to Z', the parents had laying in the
room where I slept. I got a chance to go through it in the morning,
because I shared the room with another guest who snored loudly, so
when I happened to wake up early I could not turn over and fall
asleep again. The book was mostly a childhood medical encyclopedia,
but I also noticed a chapter on pedophilia, and it was remarkably
non-negative, noticing that:

- A relationship with a pedophile can be very good for the child,
  especially if (s)he comes from a bad family situation
- Pedophiles are in the first place interested in friendship, sex
  often becomes a part of the relationship later or not at all.
- The sexual element in the relationship is not rarely initiated
  by the child.

It also has a healthy look on 'normal' childhood sexuality, noticing
that neither children who do nor children who don't masturbate are
in any way abnormal, and that 'sexual frustration can happen at a
very young age', so 'IF you want to forbid your child masturbation,
you should do so in a way that makes clear that it is not something
bad or dirty'. My greatest surprise came in the 'sexual education'
part, though: One of the books that was recommended was 'Show Me!'

   [ Cool - can you give us detials of the author, publisher,
     and date published ?  Is it in English ? ]

--

I know several of you are having children of their own. Do you feel
that as a pedophile you raise them differently? For example, giving
them more freedom and responsibility to make their own choices than
other parents do with children their age? Or being more physical with
them?

And as I'm in an asking mood anyway, how secure is ICQ regarding 
anonymity? If someone starts a new ICQ with a hotmail email address, 
can people trace the 'real' ICQ number and/or email address from 
it?

--

On to my reactions to your mails:

'Beamish' wrote:
> Which brings me up to a question I've asked myself over and over
> again. "Why are some girl-lovers afraid to start relationships with
> the girls we adore?" Perhaps for me, it's the feeling of
> unworthiness to have such a friendship. Granted, I do have a low
> self-esteem.

I think it has to do much with the ever-present (and often justified)
paranoia that we pedophiles have. If you start a relationship with a
girl, this will undoubtedly show, not only to the girl but also to
her environment, that you have special feelings towards her. And when
people see you having special feelings towards a child, they may
easily think you're a child molester.

Apart from this there is the fear of being rejected. It feels
terrible to a girl lover to be rejected by a girl, and that's a
feeling one will try to avoid.

> Anyway, I wrote last month that I got a
> little over-zealous with my sister over Easter, and put my hand on
> her butt, to which she protested. I thought that was the end of our
> closeness. Imagine my surprise to find out today that we're as
> close as ever.

I'm not that surprised. Unfortunately, girls her age are probably
quite used to having people (both adults and other children) who do
things they don't like but with whom they still have to live on as
friends. At least you stopped when she protested, and did not try
again. That may actually have improved rather than lessened her trust
in you.

--

'Aladdin Truelove' wrote:
> I never had a girlfriend in school, and I grew up with deep
> inhibitions towards nudity and sex. But I had a wonderfully
> liberating dream the other night.
<...>
> What do you think this means?

Well, when you are so explicitly asking, I will do an attempt. Feel
free to dismiss it for the senseless psycho-babble it is.

I think this dream is your mind's way to find a balance between two
contradictory feelings.

On the one hand you want to be sexual with a little girl, to do
sexual things with her. On the other hand you find it wrong to
initiate a sexual relationship with an LG yourself, and you either
do not believe that any girl would initiate one with you, or you
would find it wrong even to say 'yes' in that situation.

This creates a dilemma, where at the one side you want to be
sexual with an LG, while on the other side you know there is no
situation in which this wish will be fulfilled. This is the
situation you find yourself in in your dream: You're lieing on the
table, ready to have sex with a girl, and the girl you want is
sitting there, wants you too, but neither of you is willing to take
the necessary step to start. However, in the dream your mind
introduces the teacher, who makes the two of you do it. This
removes your responsability and guilt for what is happening - you 
did not force the girl, or ask her, or even react positively to her 
instigation, but the two of you are forced to do so by an external 
power. You are still innocent, and so is the girl. Now your mind 
can imagine how wonderful it would be to be sexual with a girl, 
without having the feelings of guilt and fear that would normally 
be there.

--

'Tr'Pakh' wrote:
> Ianthe, please tell me if I'm wrong on this... but I think that
> removing the personal references, the "boring details", would
> significantly diminish both the spirit and the usefulness of this
> list.

I can say that for me, it would mean that I would be less
enthusiastic each time ASGL fell in my mailbox. It would be closer
to 'just another nice or useful message'.

By the way, it's great to hear how Brittany has improved, and is
continuing to improve. A children's heart is sometimes mended fast.
Luckily.

--

'Nikov' wrote (on Kubrick's Lolita):
> I actually missed the documentary but caught bits and pieces of the
> film. I quite enjoyed it and the lead girl was very nice and certainly
> didn't look her age (25?) but would have been much nicer/better I
> agree if she was played by a *real* 12 year old ... or even a >16 one! :)

As I understand she was actually 16, but the critics say she looked
older rather than younger.

--

I wrote:
> Does anyone know what's wrong with the UCLA site? It crashes my
> Netscape when I try to access it.

Ianthe reacted:
> [ Seems ok with mine.  Try turning off some things in the
>   preferences menu, like javascript, java and image-loading. ]

I tried, but it still didn't work.

Ianthe, again to me:
> [ Hold on, we seem to be jumping to conclusions about this guy,
>   based on 'evidence' that is slender enough to be almost
>   non-existent. ]

You're fully right of course. However, to my defense I must say that
only one line lower I am agreeing with Tr'Pakh who already argued
almost the same.

--

'The Pretender' wrote:
> I wanted to make a small 'rant' on something that has me irked.  It's
> basically the habit that a few posters to the list have of writing
> fantasy to seem like reality.  (not visa versa)
<snip>
> I have a good memory for details, and I'm not going to say what it was
> that has tipped me off.  Let's just say that when people make
> statements from one post to another and etc., they can sometimes
> 'forget' that they have said things differently in prior postings.

I must warn you that I can imagine another reason why people have
such variations, without just telling fantasies. It might be that
these are details that would tell about their identities. For
example, if you are a great baseball fan, and meet a girl while
watching a baseball game, you might say 'basketball' instead, just
to give yourself that little bit of extra anonimity. The next time
you describe the same event, you might just tell the full truth,
or make no change except the identity of the teams involved.

I'm not saying that this is what happens, maybe you're right and
they -are- showing fantasy as reality. And then you're right, that's
something that should not be done. I completely agree with you on
that aspect. But before you think about posting the list, please
look whether they might be cases like the one I mentioned here (or
ask Ianthe to do this for you).

And by the way, I can tell you I have never intentionally lied on
this list, not even on details, except for the names of the girls
involved. I have, however, a few times mentioned things of which my
memory was somewhat vague, mentioning some things as facts where I
was not sure that my memory was correct, or even filling up the gaps
that I knew existed.

--

From the news clippings:
> In another case, a Fullerton elementary principal was
> demoted to a teaching position after a judge dismissed
> molestation charges against him, finding that he was simply
> changing the soiled undergarments of a 5-year-old girl. The
> school board, though, said his actions displayed
> unacceptable poor judgment. The principal quit and sued the
> district, later settling out of court for unspecified
> damages. 

So apparently nowadays it is more child abuse to see a 5-year old
naked than to let her walk around in dirty diapers, possibly damaging
her skin, making the whole class stink and taking the risk that she
becomes the joke of the class?

> "The basic rule of thumb is to keep your hands off the
> kids at all times unless you're defending yourself or
> keeping the kids from hurting each other," said Michael
> O'Sullivan, who trains teachers through the district's
> Professional Development Collaborative. 

Poor children who have to grow up in such an environment...

--

Finally, I just read 'Het seksuele gevaar voor kinderen' ('The
Sexual Danger for Children'), a collection of anti-witch hunt
articles. One of them is Paul Okami's [review of??] "Pedophilia: 
Bio-Social Dimensions", in which a group of researchers who research 
incest and sexual child abuse are criticized for their one-sided 
research. As part of his critic of one of the researchers (who had 
said that it was a myth that children sometimes voluntarily have sex 
with adults), he gives a list of sources that show that not all sexual 
interactions between adults and youths/children are involuntary and
traumatic, but some are voluntary and benign instead. For whoever
can use it, I will copy this list here, with the remark that I have
read only one of the articles and books below:

C. Bagley: "Incest behavior and incest taboo", Social Problems, 1969,
 16.

M.C. Baurmann: _Sexualit"at, Gewalt und psychische Folgen_,
 Bundeskriminalamt, Wiesbaden, 1982

L. Bender & A. Blau: "The reaction of children to sexual
 relationships with adults", American Journal of Orthopsychiatry,
 1937, 7, 500-578.

L. Bender & A. Grugett: "Follow-up report on children who had
 atypical sexual experience", American Journal of Orthopsychiatry,
 1952, 22, 825-837.

F. Bernard: "Pedophilia: Psychological consequences for the Child"
 In: Constantine & Martinson (1981)

L. Burton: _Vulnerable Children_, Routledge and Kegan Paul, London,
 1967.

H. Brunold: "Observations after sexual trauma suffered in childhood",
 Excerpta Criminologica, 1964, 4, 5-9.

L. Constantine: "The effects of early sexual experiences: A review
 and synthesis of research". In: Constantine & Martinson (1981)

L. Constantine & F.L. Martinson: _Children and sex: New findings,
 new perspectives_, Little, Brown and Co., Boston, 1981.

V. Elwin: _Kingdom of Youth_, Oxford University Press, London, 1968.
C. Ford & F. Beach: _Patterns of Sexual Behavior_, Harper & Row, New
 York, 1951.

S. Frayser: _Varieties of Sexual Experience_, HRAF, New Haven, 1985.

N. Friday: _Forbidden Flowers_, Pocket Books, New York, 1975.

P. Gebhard, J. Gagnon, W. Pomeroy, C. Christenson: _Sex offenders: an
 analysis of types_, Harper & Row, New York, 1965.

R. Geiser: _Hidden Victims_, Bacon Press, Boston, 1979.

E. Geisler: _Das sexuall miBbrauchte Kind: Beitrag zur sexuallen
 Entwicklung, ihrer Gefahrdung und zu forensischer Fragen_, Verlag
 f"ur medizinische Psychologie, G"ottingen, 1959.

J. Henderson: "Incest". In: A.M. Freedman et al. (eds) _A comprehensive
 textbook of psychiatry_, Vol. 2 (2nd ed.), Williams & Wilkins,
 Baltimore, 1975.

J. Henderson: "Is incest harmful?", California Journal of Psychiatry,
 1983, 28, 34-39.

M. Ingram: "Participating Victims: A study of sexual offenses with
 boys". In: Constantine & Martinson (1981)

G. Kaplan: "Sexual exploitation of children: The conspiracy of
 silence", Police Magazine, januari 1982.

A. Kinsey et al.: _Sexual behavior in the human female_, Saunders,
 Philadelphia, 1953.

L. Landis: "Experiences of 500 children with adult sexual deviation",
 Psychiatry Quarterly, 1956, 30, supplement.

N. Lukianowicz: "Incest", British Journal of Psychiatry, 1972, 120,
 301-313.

F. Martinson: "Eroticism in infacy and childhood", Journal of Sex
 Research, 1976, 12, 4.

K. Meiselman: _Incest_, Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, 1978.

K. Menninger: _Love against hate_, Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc.,
 New York, 1942.

C. McCaghy: Deviant Behavior: _Crime, conflict and interest groups_,
 (2nd ed.), MacMillan, New York, 1985.

J. Mohr & R. Turner, Sexual deviations, part IV: Pedophilia, Applied
 Therapeutics, 1967, 9, 362-365.

J. Nelson: "The impact of incest: Factors in self-evaluation". In:
 Constantine & Martinson (1981)

P. Okami: _Sexual contacts between adults and minors: Points along a
 continuum_, paper presented at the 15th annual Hunter College
 Psychology Convention, New York City, 1987.

G. Powell & A. Chalkley: "Effects of pedophile attention on the
 child". In: B. Taylor (ed.) _Perspectives on pedophilia_, Batsford
 Academic, 1981.

E. Revitch & R. Weiss: _A study of sex crimes against children_,
 Sexual Deviation Research, Department of Mental Hygiene, State of
 California, 1953.

L. Schultz: "Diagnosis and Treatment - an introduction". In: L.
 Schultz (ed.): _The sexual victimology of youth_, Charles C. Thomas,
 New York, 1980.

C.L. Symonds, M.J. Mendoa, W.C. Harrell: "Forbidden sexual behavior
  among kin: A study of self-selected respondents". In: Constantine &
 Martinson (1981).

M. Virkunnen: "The child as participating victim". In: K. Howells &
 M. Cook (eds.): _Adult sexual interest in children_, Academic Press,
 London, 1981.

J. Weiss et al.: "A study of girl sex victims", Psychiatric Quarterly,
 1955, 29, 1-27.

A. Yates: _Sex without shame: Encouraging the child's healthy sexual
 development_, Morrow, New York, 1978.

'Desire'
----------------------------------------------------------------------




'Serpent Guardian' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

>Isabel wrte
<SNIP>
>But I think that the real pansexuals are very rare.
<SNIP>

I think there's a lot of confusion between 'erotic' and 'attractive.'  
Someone I am attracted to is someone who I would like to have sex with, 
and whom I would like to spend time with in a non sexual manner.  I 
think there are VERY few people who are attracted, by that definition, 
to everything.  I do, however, find virtually anything that is sexually 
oriented erotic.  I have preferences for pedophilia, but I can probably 
have a fufilling sexual situation with anyone.  On the other hand, I 
might enjoy having sex with a man, but I have no real interest in seeing 
another man as a lover in a non-sexual mode.  That is how I build my 
description of a sexual orientation--if you base it on that, I am a 
pedophile first, but I can be happy with older girls given they have the 
proper personality type, and I can be unhappy with children givem the 
wrong personality type.  I have a (near) girlfriend who is 15 now.  
She's the reason I haven't posted in a while, actually :-)  Anyway, 
she's very attractive and I'd love to spend time with her sexually 
and non sexually, much like I feel with children.  So if you speak 
strictly in terms of what is erotic, I am a genuine pan-sexual.  
But in terms of what I am fully attracted to, I am a heterosexual 
pedophile, with some special case situations.

BTW, a loooong time ago someone was looking for pedophilia-related 
music.  Check out the group 'Me Without Hats' from the 80's, 
specifically their song "In the Real World" (part of the "Pop Goes 
the World" album).  I'm not sure it's 'really' anything related to 
GL, but I can sure picture it as being so! :-)

'Serpent Guardian'
-----------------------------------------------------------------------


  [  The latest Morrissey LP also has an interesting song about
     paedophiles...


   _Ambitious Outsiders_
   ---------------------

  Bolt-lock your doors
  alarm your cars  
  and still we move in closer
  every day

  Top of the list
  is your smiling kids
  but we'll be smiling too
  so that's OK

  Oh and by the way
  thank you, because you're
  giving, giving, giving
  and we're receiving
  no no we're taking

  Your taxes paid, but
  police waylaid
  and we knows
  when the school bus
  comes and goes

  We're on your street, 
  but you don't see us
  or, if you do,
  you smile and say hello,
  _but don't underestimate us_

  When you are 
  giving, giving, giving,
  and we're receiving, 
  no no we're taking,
  giving, giving, giving,

  Well, it's your own fault
  for reproducing,
  we're just keeping the population down.


    Morrissey, 1997.  
    On the "Malajusted" LP, Island Records.  

    See my Poems of the Week anthology web-site for more
    Morrissey lyrics about child-loving. ]



'sLeepOVER'
---------------------------------------------------------------

Sorry if my post seems out-of-date; lately I've been virtually 
kidnapped by the Y2K fiasco, and I'm computer-moronic! I'm 
being led to understand that unless someone has an ace up 
their sleeve, this is one hand we may all lose. Now as far 
as I can tell, Prime Minister Blair is the only world leader 
who seems to give a damn about this. Is he right to be so 
concerned?

  [ There are a lot of con men making fat money off of
    scaring businesses about the 2000 problem.  Do you
    run mainframes or PC's ? It's difficult to give
    advice unless we know what kind of hardware you're
    running, I would guess. ]

--

'Isabel' wrote: 
>Anybody else whose sexual orientation 
>has changed over the years, or am I the only one on 
>earth?!

LOL! Hi Isabel. You are definitely not the only one on earth 
whose sexual orientation has changed over the years; mine 
has also, and continues to.

'Sanctuary' wrote (on the same subject): 
>For me it 
>wasn't so much a changing as it was a discovery.

If you don't mind, would you elaborate on this a bit? 
Specifically, was this a discovery that came with age, 
personal analysis, or something else?

'Florian' wrote: 
>I wish to discuss the topic of 
>girl-loving from a religious angle.  I am a Christian 
>with a capital 'C'.

Nice to meet you. I'm a Wiccan with a capital "W". 

>....a personal or even sexual relationship between an 
>adult and a child is not a sin....

"Sin" is relative, much like our laws....and our relatives. ;)

>....I have studied Christianity and God's word all my 
>life, and nowhere in the Bible does it say that I can
>not have a personal or sexual relationship with a girl
>under the age of 16....

If you continue to use this argument, you may continue to 
witness its falling on deaf ears. I have witnessed too many 
polar opposite translations of the same verses to laugh. 
It might be a bit more rewarding to you to research where, 
when and how your current, translated Bible came to be. 
Your intention is a very honorable one though. I'm only 
being critical because I admire why you have brought this 
up. Using the obvious intellect you have towards researching 
the foundation of your argument may win you more than you 
know. 'The truth is out there Mulder, you just have to find 
it.' ;)

>How often do we here of a high court judge, or a 
>politician found guilty of molesting young girls, or
>paying to have sex with boys?  Every week.  Yet, for 
>every one judge or politician caught, thousands are 
>getting away with the sexual abuse and mistreatment of 
>children.

Yes....and your point? How is this any different from 
our pedophilic subset?
 
RE: the "controversy" surrounding what 'n.s. aristoff' 
posted. Hey 'n.s.aristoff', if I'm not mistaken, did you 
not expressly relate that your comments about splitting 
up the posts were to the moderator alone? If this is 
true, then whoever is offended by it has only themselves 
to blame. If people say you should be more tactful, then 
they miss the whole point that you did NOT mean this for 
their eyes. Trying to appease the masses is a moot point, 
and I just think you'd be wasting your time indulging 
that crap. However, I might suggest that remembering 
we're a touchy bunch might assist one in making one's 
points. :) 

To Isabel: For my two cents' worth, the only two songs 
I can think of that even come close to the one you are 
trying to remember, are "Without You" by Air Supply, 
and "With Or Without You" by U2. A few lines from each:


 Without You (Air Supply)

 No I can't forget this evening
 Or your face as you were leaving
 But I guess that's just the way
 The story goes
 You always smile but in your eyes
 Your sorrow shows
 Yes it shows
 No I can't forget tomorrow
 When I think of all my sorrow
 When I had you there
 But then I let you go
 And now it's only fair
 That I should let you know
 What you should know

 I can't live
 If living is without you
 I can't live
 I can't give anymore
 I can't live
 If living is without you
 I can't give
 I can't give anymore....


(and the second song)


 With Or without You (U2)

 See the stone set in your eyes
 See the thorn twist in your side
 I wait for you
 Sleight of hand and twist of fate
 On a bed of nails she makes me wait
 And I wait without you
 With or without you
 With or without you 

 Through the storm we reach the shore
 You gave it all but I want more
 And I'm waiting for you
 With or without you
 With or without you
 I can't live
 With or without you  

 And you give yourself away
 And you give yourself away
 And you give and you give
 And you give yourself away 
 
 My hands are tied
 My body bruised, she's got me with
 Nothing to win
 And nothing left to lose
 And you give yourself away.... 


OK now maybe you can do me a favor and tell me the artist or 
title of the song whose lyrics follow. It's driving me nuts!


 She's just sixteen years old
 Leave her alone, they said
 Separated by fools
 Who don't know what love is yet
 But I want you to know

 If I could fly
 I'd pick you up
 I'd take you into the night
 And show you a love like you've never seen
 Ever seen

 It's like having a dream
 Where nobody has a heart
 It's like having it all
 And watching it fall apart
 And I would wait 'til the end
 Of time for you
 And do it again - it's true
 I can't measure my love
 There's nothing to compare it to
 But I want you to know
 Oh if I could fly....


'sLeepOVER'
---------------------------------------------------------------------



'Mandrake'
---------------------------------------------------------------------

Hello to all...

It's been a long whole since I have posted here since I have
been very busy. I would like to reply to several things I've
read on ASGL that are on my mind.

ISABEL: At first I was sad when I thought you were going to
leave, but I am glad that you are staying.

FLICKORNA: All the stuff that has happened to you! I wish I was
able to reply earlier to give some important advice. The only
advice I guess I can give you is that learn from the whole
exprience. I hate to say this but I don't think you will have
any kind of good relationship with Anna (is that her name?)
especially with the mother around.

Her mother IS trouble. When you mentioned she was some kind of
psychritist (not right spelling), I knew that would only mean
trouble for you. Any kind of therapist usually have their own
preset of ideas of what's "normal".

N.S. ARISTOFF: I tend to agree with you on how ASGL has grown,
but I disagree with you about the content of what is on ASGL.
First off about personal posts. I like to read about the good
and the bad of a person's expriences. With the good, it gives
the rest of us to realize that we are not alone out there. It
shows us that there is hope in all the bleakness in  whatever
society that rejects of what is and is not "normal". With the
bad, it simply allows us to learn from other's mistakes.

As with the clips of the news and such, It can be identifed
as such and can be skimmed or read at leisure.

Now for security and privacy of when one posts something,
I don't know about you but I very rearly if at all can get
any kind of personal snippets of a person's life. I always
noticed people using "  " to change a name or place. I've
also seen Ianthe cut out stuff if he thinks it compromises
one's security (He done to my posts several times).

When it comes to one's own computer, That is up to each
individual. It is a good warning to be careful of what you
leave on your computer...

Well that's all I have to write now, It's getting late here
and I have to go. Later.

'Mandrake'
-------------------------------------------------------------




'?' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------

Hi Ianthe,

Is there an asgl archive from old postings anywhere?
I know there was talk about one a while ago, but I've
been looking and can't seem to find it anywhere.

'?'
-------------------------------------------------------------

    [ ftp://ygw.bohemianweb.com/pub/hidden/asgl/
      http://home.earthlink.net/~dgfrick/ucla.html
      http://home.hkstar.com/~neutre/archive.html ]



'Paddington' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------

It seems to will change to an personal idea-exchange, so 
skip, if you are not interested. Because it is more than
long I'll send today only the part for 'Soft&Gentle' and
go to the other things next time. Please be patient.


Hello 'Soft&Gentle', 

I'm glad to have the opportunity to
answer your questions, they brought me to much more
'think-about' than I have always had. It is summarized
from all your last postings, so a lot:

First, my daughter is only eight, and also if her knowing of
words is good for her age it is very difficult to speak 
about feelings in our culture. I was / be mostly unable
to do it, so she has no good example. Also she don't like
it to speak about herself, she is very good in judging persons,
looking behind their masks, but her personalities are a 
hidden ground. So, second, if I use the opportunity to
make a try to ask her about her feelings about the special
side of our relation she is immediately distracting me from 
this theme - so I have mostly only her physical expressions. 

>1) You harassed her (tested) until she complied. To qualify
> as harassment I would say you would have to test her
> reaction repetitively and often (i.e.: everyday, a couple
> of time each time). After all your the one that describe
> it as "tested her reaction". So if your test were aggressive,
> I would agree she may have accepted un-willingly to have
> some peace.

I hope I don't have done this. But 'aggressive' to a girl, who
comes to me, without any other reason then to be caressed ? 
Impossible for me. No, I think, it was more 'if you don't like
it, I'll don't do it, but may be, in a month ... year ...
- and her expressions of 'don't want it' are very clear, also 
if not spoken.

> 2) You got it under false pretenses. (i.e.: "if you love me,
> you have to do it", "if you don't let me , I won't love you",
> "do it once and I'll leave you alone", "do it an you will not
> be punished", "I order you to do it", .... and many more) I
> am sure you get the meaning of what I am saying.

No, this is 'extortion by means of force', as my dictionary says,
and will instantly destroy the trust between me and my girl. 
It was my first explanation, that I love her, no matter what she
decides to do / let me do in our relation and also and especially 
in the sexual part of it. Her body is her body, not some kind of 
property of an adult - so only she has to decide about it (few 
exceptions - she has to clean herself to avoid stink <grin>).

> >(And now, I'm sorry for the other people,
>
> The other thing I don't understand, is why are you sorry for
> other people. Sure like many other I envy you and the others
> that have a little girl in your life, but don't feel sorry
> for the others, they had their time or their time will come
> later.

Oh..., this was written shortly after 'Voyeur' decided to go, 
and I have had the feeling, that I may have had accelerated his 
decide. It is, with good reasons, (anyw)here not welcome to 
force and push a child in sexual relations (strongly played 
down), and so I may have someone hurt.  

>Stupid question and probably not my place to ask. Outside the
>fact that she turn and lay flat for you to caress her, has she
>told you or hinted in other way that she had this great need,
>and it was not a form of submission?

Why not? No, she has not spoken about. But it is an steadily 
behaviour of her to hug, kiss, climb on my or other adults
clothing, ask for massaging and so on. Sometimes it is for teasing, 
sometimes as an expression of a need of physical contact (and
if it is for teasing, it _can_ make a stone angry). And submission?
She? No, I have tried since she could understand me to convince
her more than to submit her. She has a room for herself, and
the bed in this room is more or less 'tabu' for me (because I think
it has to be a kind of escape to her), so she comes in my bed
(and not to her mother) to be massaged - that is, what she ask
for. In last weeks I found it very difficult to sleep beside her
because her all-around moving while sleeping - she sleeps and 
I'm always awake ...

>Also, is it only the need to be caress or she express the need
>to caress?

No, she wants to be caressed, not to caress me (in every 
meaning). The only thing she wants to do is 'social body care'
and so she looks for my pimples ... (hooo, how unappatizing !)
 
>>- I was the impelling part because of some selfishness, but
>>  because of implemented rules (No means No, _she_ has to say
>>  or show, what is ok, her body is clearly hers and nobody has
>>  a right to do anything with her without her permission etc. -
<snip>
>I am curious, how you implemented this and how you explain it to your
>daughter?

I have it told her and she seems to understand. I have it repeated
also to remember her that this is meant for _both_ of us, because
she seems to forget that she also has to stop if I say No! .
That is also what I meant in the following:

>>  what clearly works good as long as I have to observe this rules)

>And how is it working?

See above. And, if she say stop, or no, or shows that something is
not be wished I stop immediately. I have told her about some of my
wishes and it was her part to test if it was possible and to decide
to do it or not. Some wishes are fulfilled, others (more) not, and
I don't wish to force her because what I have is what she has given 
me voluntarily, without coercion.

>>- I now think, that is was wrong to cross the border, because,
>>  also if in the sexual part is no power imbalance, I have to
>>  use my greater power in some cases of daily live,

>Curiosity again, have you spoken to her about this?

Hmm, may be casual. It was clear from the first night that this 
special part of relation is different from the normal
all-day-life and should not be mingled up. So she knows about
my attraction and interests, but knows also that we have to
live a normal life, also for her mum. It works, I think because
of her intelligence, so good, that my wife in all her mistrust
about my actions with my daughter has not recognized her
behaviour as un-normal. A psychologist, who helped us with 
school-phobias, has also seen nothing (imagine my fears - 
but how to give reasons to avoid this?).

>Does she makes the difference when you are the dad, and when you are her
>lover?

Yes, I'm her dad if someone can see us, in all public cases
and if her girl-friends are around her. I'm the person which
she can 'use' to do un-normal things if we are alone. If nobody
others my wife has shown was may be inappropriate (sitting on my 
knees in the bathtub, in-bed-fightings <too loud> ...)

>What does she say about it?

It is like most cases nothing to speak about. We have another
way to understand one-another - glances, faces, telepathy <bg>.

>Has she ever hinted that if you discipline her as a dad, she will stop
>to be your lover?

No, but you seems to see to much behind our 'loving relationship'.
I love her, as a person and as a wonderful and sometimes sexy child,
she seems to love me (never clearly expressed) as a father, which
have, among other more 'normal' feelings, this special feeling toward
her body. This makes me an father, which is mostly patient with her, 
who likes it to caress and massage her not as duty and who have
expressed some special wishes. Some of them for her pleasure, some
of them for my, but always her deciding. Last time she uses her
knowings more as teasing, may be it will change again.

>Did you ever asked her if she felt obliged to let you caress her
>because you were her dad?

No, not asked. But with her strong self-confidence? I have hard 
fights on all-day duties (school-work), when the power is more mine
than in the other kind of relation. But, I will ask her and give
you her answer, if I get one.

>Did you ever ask her if she was afraid if she said NO, that you would
>punish her?

No. But punishment is extremely seldom, better to say we don't 
punish her. I'm convinced, children can understand what to do and
not to do with logical explanations and this will work much better
than every punishment. They are persons like me and if they know 
about reasons and consequences of their doing they _can_ do the
right.

>>  also, because
>>  she doesn't have the freedom to say goodbye as if I was "stranger".

>If she makes the difference (and you do to) between the dada and the lover,
>and if she is not afraid of getting punished... Yes she has the freedom
>to decide any day that she will no longer be your lover.

Yes, and she has it done. It was not the deciding between daughter
and lover, but it seems to have been no big need of physical 
contact. Her needs are not the same all the time, so she comes
or not - and in the first time I've posted about my relation to her
she have had a break, now she is slowly starting again.

>>- Also if I have announced to stop the sexual part of our
>>  relation it is a decision, that I can't do alone, and it is
>>  a clear fact, that she don't wish to stop this kind of a game.

>Humm!!!! bad in my book.

>You have announced .... sounds like a dad ruling, not a lover agreement.

Yes and no. I've told her that I felt uncomfortable because I have not
known about her feelings and may have forced her to do / let do 
what she not wanted. It was in the begin of the break, so I thought
she has agreed and stopped, so reinforce my fears that only I have
had the wishes of physical contacts. But, without speaking, she 
is now again coming with her unspoken wishes. May be, because it 
was spring and all the animals are jumping on top of one another ...
(bad joke)

>No, you're right, you cannot make that decision to do this alone. You have
>initiated her to the art of sensual touching and intimacy with a lover (in
>this case her dad, which complicate things a bit). If you want to quit the
>game, you would have to explain her why, and all the pressure and the scares
>you may have.

I stood so long outside the mass, that the outside pressure is not
really a pressure to me. And, after some trouble with myself, I have
said to myself that I have always a last resort (this was as I was 
around 20). The greatest fear is not about what it will be for myself 
but what it will be for her (damn, my grammar-lessons are all 
forgot). So I have to protect her more than me.

>>  a clear fact, that she don't wish to stop this kind of a game.

>I understand that she did say no we continue, but did she understood the
>reason why you wanted to stop.

I think no - or, she igores this. And I think, it is really a game to 
her (as Ildiko wrote about her feelings), but as a forbidden and hidden game 
especially interesting, so she don't want to stop also if I refuse. The 
only way to stop her really is to leave her - and I _can't_ !!!

>If so, what were her arguments against it.

No arguments. Only doing.

>And what is your feeling about the fact that... SHE want to continue?

Heartjumping joy and (because of her kind of teasing) unsatisfaction.
But, no problem, I have my darling back.

>So when your daughter say she don't want to be touched because it tickles,
>she probably forgot to add... and it feels strange and weird, and I don't
>know if I want this.

Hi, last night I couldn't resist to make try ... another way: She was
laying on my belly right with her pelvis on mine, so that she have
had this ticklish area pressed on my little man (night clothes on). 
Touching is forbidden - but gentle moving? She hasn't refused and was 
not climbing down until she have had this blushed face and hard breathing 
- may be I have to learn ...

>The other thing that are confusing

>>  why is it she, who <now> treats me to do
>>  anything? )

>and

>>  and the things she
>>  treated me to do in bed are some "don't want to speak about".

>Treats you... you mean like a gift or like a punition?

She arouses me, give me a minute of hope and... refuse. She knows,
how to do. I have to manage the rest alone.

>As she learn somewhere that she can have sexual activity with you, and she
>wants to do them, but don't want to talk about it?

Yes, no talk. Kissing, pushing me into bed, swivel me on my back, 
jumping on my belly and ...

>This parts leave me with a lot of question, and have a feeling that it
>will get lot more closer with your daughter.

>Can you handle the stress of the responsibility to have taken your
>daughter's virginity?

Oops - actual she is a virgin. If she don't like this part of skin 
it is her deciding, I have no problem with this. Virginity is not
a holy thing here.

>>This writing is very shortened, but with all this warm rain the
>>time with garden-work keeps on increasing, and I can't do as much
>>as I wish with ASGL-L- and my wife doesn't like it to see me
>>doing this "useless" stuff <arrrrgg>. Sorry to you.

>Darn !!!! these woman.

Yes, but otherwise - she has, because she sees my daughter's needs 
for me, not divorced. We have in many cases a same-way thinking
and I'm not as bad as another man may be ... (thinks she).
>Hope to hear from you soon.

Not too soon, but hopefully not to late,

sincerely yours, 

'Paddington'
------------------------------------------------------------------



'St. Nicholas de Myra' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

Today, was a bland day for me. It would have been totally bland if it 
weren't for one thing...

I had missed supper today on the campus.  So, on acknowledging this, I 
resolved to go to McDonald's to get something to eat. Now, as some of 
you may know, McDonald's is a mecca for children to orally indulge. So I 
was bound to find at least one child there. When I went, there were two 
children; one of them could have been no older than six, the other four. 
I watched them play and so on while I ate. Then, after I had finished my 
meal, I ventured to leave. Simultaneously, the two girls and their 
mother, a black woman of about twenty, also began to leave. As I had 
emptied out my tray in the garbage the little girl began to watch me with 
her conscious eyes as if she were afraid of me. To reassure her,I smiled 
at her. The precious little beauty smiled at me back. 

The euphoric effect of that exchange still has me feeling all warm and 
fuzzy inside. I still for the life of me do not know why on earth adults 
would ever harm children. It further strenghens my belief in and love of 
precious little girls,....I wish I had a camera... .

'St. Nicholas de Myra'
------------------------------------------------------------------



'n.s. aristoff' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

Ianthe wrote:
>   [ Perhaps encouraged at a subliminal level, but never realised -
>     capitalism thrives on stirring desires which will never be 
>     fulfilled, but which can be used to sell you a commodity 
>     with the promise that "once you have this you will be 
>     fulfilled" - but of course the commodity doesn't fulfill your 
>     desires, except at a very superficial level, and thus 
>     capital goes on selling more commodities, all the while mining
>     ever more obscure forms of desire (the s/m stylisitics in 
>     1990s adverts, etc) for new markets and new ways of morphing 
>     product/desire. ]

Well, I even disagree with this analysis and I don't even know what
"encouraged at a subliminal level" means.  If "encouraged" means someone
or something is suggesting to you that it is something you want or
something that is good to want, then I don't see how this is being
communicated in the case of sexual desires for children, and I don't
know how it would even be communicated subliminally. Rather I would have
to examine the motivations of anyone who was claiming that people were
being "subliminally encouraged" to desire children sexually.

When an item is marketed I don't see it marketed as "once you have this
you will be fulfilled."  What I see is, "whoever has the most toys,
wins, and this is one of many on the road to winning."  The style of
advertising, at least for the last 30 years, has been "it's never
enough, there's always more, but you need our product among all that
more."  Were anyone to sell products promising fulfillment, it would be
poor marketing, engendering ill will in the consumer who was not then
fulfilled.  

I don't know that it is capitalism per se that thrives on this. People
in every culture seem to desire to acquire things, some of them to
fulfill actual desires (like the desire to be entertained, or
intoxicated), and some of them to fulfill needs that can't be fulfilled
directly or in the optimal way, and some of them merely because they see
other people, who appear to be happy, having them.  (The latter is
called television.)  "Mining ever more obscure forms of desire" is, I
think, a vast overstatement and ascribes motivation to the appropriators
(advertisers and product manufacturers) that simply don't exist.

This is where cultural analysis gets dangerous in its generalizations:
it sounds good, but begins to fall apart when one deals in the
particular, e.g., the alleged "sm" fashions of the 90s are (a) fairly
minor in comparison with advertisements and fashion as a whole (I
actually subscribe to Vogue, Elle, and Allure), (b) meant more to appeal
to a subculture anyway, and (c) we've seen almost all of it before in
the last century of fashion.  This is just minor variation.

>>I would like to see the second part of your theory at work - could you
>provide some concrete examples as applied to adult erotic desires for
>>children (i.e., how it has assimilated products of marginality and
>>oppression).  

>   [ I don't say that works which deal directly with "adult erotic 
>     desires for children" are at the centre (maybe Lolita and 
>     Death In Venice perhaps), but there are other works which
>     arise out of concealed child-loving desires - Alice in
>     Wonderland for instance - the characters, sayings, situations 
>     and ideas of which have permeated the culture.   Peter Pan would
>     be another example.

It surely begs the question whether Alice in Wonderland arose out of
"concealed child-loving desires."  It seems quite a modern presumption
and a leap of faith that that's what motivated Lewis Carroll or that's
what defines the work. I suspect you are putting a label "child-loving"
on the phenomenon as a way to trap it into fitting the theory.

>     In terms of black or gay culture,
>     one only has to compare the advertising of say, banks, in 
>     1980 to 1998 - one will see the sylistics and music of those
>     subcultures being heavily hijacked and redeployed by ad 
>     agencies in a bid to make the bank's products seem cool.

What banks appropriated black subcultural styles or music, etc?  I've
never seen a bank adopting urban black subcultural styles.  

  [ Maybe it's specific to English advertising/marketing.  I guess 
    there is a different configuration in the USA, re race and
    ethnicity, than in the UK. ]

In addition to which, were a bank to do that, it wouldn't be to make 
the bank's products "seem cool" in general (like to white people), but 
it would be to make the bank's products seem cool to a black person 
with money so the black person with money would deposit his/her money 
in the bank. But I don't see how this relates to mining ever more obscure 
forms of desire.  Are black people's desires obscure?  Or ever more 
obscure? Perhaps this is another example of trying to put a square peg 
in a round hole.

   [ I was just trying to give an extra example of recuperation 
     at work in general - no sexual element implied by me. ]

>    I suppose the ultimate in such recuperation was the Beck's 
>    Beer attempt to make their product/company trendy by swathing 
>    themselves in the visual fetishes of the Situationist 
>    International :) ]

But long after the relevancy and fact of the Situationist
International.  An obscure form of desire to be sure, but the key is
that the SI had its own visual "aesthetic" that could be appropriated
not to give the promise of the fulfillment of some obscure desire, but
merely in the hopes that people will notice something is different and
then buy Beck's beer.  The ad campaign did not appropriate the desire
itself.  How many people who watch and would respond to beer commercials
even know what the Situationist International was?  Certainly the
advertisers, who probably didn't know either, weren't targetting SI
sympathizers to sell a few extra beers.  I think the theory of
"appropriation of desire" vastly overestimate what advertising agencies
do, how they target their audiences and why. Ad execs often see things
like SI visuals in a magazine or a book and say, "hey, that looks
different or interesting" and then attempt to use it to create a new
look.  If you can create a different look, you can create attention for
yourself and your product, and hence sell beer.  It's only a question of
attracting attention, not appropriating desire.  The targetted consumer
has no idea what the SI stood for.

   [ Becks sponsored an ICA SI retrospective exhibition and book ]

The fashion for putting Che Guevara's face on merchandise (another
example) isn't an appropriation of revolutionary good-feeling or the
desire for changing society.  It's an impulse to make everything the
same, to reduce as much as possible to the level of a commodity.  

   [ But such recuperation needs the 'trace element' of 
     desire (desire for a 'revolutionary messiah' in this 
     case) in order to have saleability. ]

Let me re-phrase it: global capitalism does not appropriate "obscure 
forms of desire" but appropriates visual styles as empty, meaningless 
shells for the marketing of commodities which everyone can enjoy.  

   [ I agree.  I never claimed it did. ]

The sense of putting Che on a t-shirt because it is "cool" is not about 
appropriating rare forms of desire.  It's the mentality of Beavis and 
Butthead (which I happen to watch faithfully) - thoughtless and ignorant. 
Che and what he stood for doesn't even enter into the picture, but for a 
tiny number of people who are not the target for the appropriative uses 
in the first place.

That's what global capitalism is about: everyone enjoying the same
entertainment, the same "cool" international style, the same culture. 
(The economic reasons are obvious.)  Save the Planet and MTV for all,
you know?

  [ I disagree - that may have been true once, and may still
    be true for a tiny number of globalised "brands", but I
    would say that _difference_ and _hybridisation_ (albiet 
    watered down and packaged as commodities) is increasingly 
    the engine of much modern popular culture. ]

In the case of so-called "paedophilia," of course, there is no
particular visual "style" or "aesthetic" and "paedophilia" has very
little nostalgic value as well (though everyone here undoubtedly feels
some nostalgia for certain things!).  Kincaid argues that not only does
"paedophilia" NOT have a particular visual, literary, etc. style, but
that paedophilia lurks everywhere.  I think that's why it isn't
"appropriated" as was the visual aesthetic of the Situationist
International.

>  [ You don't think [culture is] like an ecosystem ?]

It "is like" an ecosystem if you want it to be.  But it is nothing like
an ecosystem in reality. What are a culture's species?  It's flora and
fauna?  Can a culture become "polluted"?  "Despoiled"?  Unbalanced so
that certain species (cultural species, not people) die off?  How does
this work?  What does it mean to say a culture has become polluted? 
What is the gene pool of a culture (not its people, the culture
itself)?  What evolves in culture in the sense of natural evolution? 
No, I don't see human culture as an ecosystem - many fascists and
proto-fascists do, of course, and hence the concept of polluting gene
pools by inter-marriage, and cultural pollution, as with so-called
decadent art.

   [ No, I don't subcribe to the romantic idea that 'ecosystem' 
     = a "pure" system.  I certainly don't subscribe to that lumpen 
     1930s idea of volk culture - how can anyone imagine that
     a modern culture can be 'pure', when popular culture is
     nothing if not mixed up, hybrid and cross-pollinating 
     to an amazing degree.  And historians are increasingly
     showing us that any culture was almost always a melting
     pot of different influences and traditions (except maybe
     the isolated peoples like the Australian aboriginies). ]

As for the concept of cultural memes: say what?

   [ Another day :) ]

'n.s. aristoff'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Digiterati' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Ianthe, let me introduce myself. My name is Digiterati and I am a GL. I 
have been sitting by for 2 weeks now anxiously awaiting the arrival of 
each ASGL Post. While I must say right off the top that I do not agree 
with everyone, no names neccesary, I DO value and respect each one of 
your Views and lifestyle choices and I will review everyones opinions, 
Always with an open mind. 

Let me begin my first post by telling all I am happily married for some 
time, however I have still pursued Little Girl relationships secretely 
form my wife which is the only way it could be for me. Digiterati has 
been very fortunate to for some reason naturally attract little girls. 

Especially girls in the age range of 6 to 12 seem to be drawn to me 
instinctively. This also happens to be the same age group of little 
girls I am the most attracted to Physically as well as emotionally. I 
love every aspect of children,I enjoy being with them and they enjoy 
being with me. Through different pathways of my life including access to 
situations where lots of children are around because of my own kids, and 
brothers who all fall within the same age group of 6-12. I have found 
that, fortunate for me, all the little girls that I have wanted to 
develop a relationship with, they themselves begin what I consider to be 
a romantic crush for me. If Parental and society influence wasn't a 
factor and "nature" were to take it's intended course so to speak, 
without these little girls being taught that sex is dirty and being told 
that it's wrong, their own biological curiosities that are beginning to 
develop would not be hindered by the mixed message that "my body says it 
feels good and natural but I'm programmed that its not right". 

God I hate that one too "sex is Wrong" [?] What kind of morons are these 
people, to continue brainwashing our next generation of children into 
believing that sex is WRONG. I dont know what kind of sex these people 
are having, but when I have a sexual experience and let me clarify 'sexual 
experience': no full blown sex with little girls "teaching them to love 
it". Penetration with a girl under 10, while possible, is not the right 
time for the little girl being penetrated just for the fact that 
vaginally she is not ready for that. In my experience a 10 1/2 almost 11 
year old girl has been the youngest I have seen to express interest in 
wanting to be penetrated and while this sexual experience was pure 
exctasy for us both, I also consider holding a cute 6 to 9 year old and 
only carresing their budding breasts, if they let me, to be pure exctasy 
as well. So whether it be with a little girl or with my wife, its 
anything, its everything, but wrong. Its wonderful & the "right" next 
step for all parties involved. one final thought for today, "always, 
always treat your little ladies as just that, LADIES. There must be 
something mutual between both of you in order for the encounter to be 
the proper evolution. Respect Always, If no interest by a little girl is 
shown toward you, I mean this in the nicest way, then Sorry about your 
luck. I would place the blame mostly on the ignorant teachings of our 
society, and I truly and regretfully have no answers as of yet for those 
of you in that situation. I do wish everyone to be able to live that 
life in which they wish to live. 

Peace and Love, 

'Digiterati'
-----------------------------------------------------------------




'The Pretender' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

Here are my observations on the statements made by '?' [AKA sparticus]
in the recent issues of the list.

>--
>At the age of 5, I had my first sexual relationship with a girl my
>same age. I remember having to hide under the bed so that to make
>sure our parents wouldn't walk in on us or anything (See even at that
>age sex was taboo to us, we knew that we would get the s**t knocked
>out of us if we got caught).
>--
>Anyways it never went further than touching each others genitals.  I
>do remember wanting to put my penis in her vagina, not sure why, I
>think it was instinct or something, because I living with my dad at
>the time, and they were absolutely closed minded about sex.
>--
>So I did not know a thing about sex. Well she wanted me to kiss her
>little sweet vagina (not wanting to use fowl language), then she
>would kiss my penis. I was uncertain to this and declined. 
>--

Well, you say she asked you to "kiss her little sweet vagina (not
wanting to use fowl language)"?  Now does your reference to the
language mean that she actually asked you to "lick her <slang for
female genitals>" at the age of 5?  Further below you say she was 4 at
the time.

Now based on your story, this would be close to 20 years ago. 
(statistics on 'childhood sexuality and awareness' state that in that
time kids had not heard that type of language until around the age of
8 or 9 years old at the earliest.  I'm not saying that kids don't
experiment, they do, but they will often use words like 'wee-wee',
'pee-pee' or sometimes just say 'down there') So even though the
actual likelihood of this language occurring is next to nil, let's
assume this was spoken in that fashion.

However, you said you 'declined' and then you mention...
>--
>Well to make a short story shorter.... We both reached climax that
>day, and several times after that day, up until the time she moved
>with her pot smoking parents. 
>--

Here of course you know that actual climax is impossible at this age
of development.  Yes, there are sensations, but due to the young age
they are unable to 'focus' these sensations in the way an post
pubecent person can to achieve climax.  This is why you often see kids
who will 'rub' themselves openly, on a continuous basis, for a long
period of time.  There is no 'climax' to reach, and the child just
knows that it 'feels good' and so they do it.  

Now later you say...
>--
>My family on the other hand is quite difficult. They seemed pretty
>open about sex (well sex talk, and jokes), my mom claims to be a
>"liberated" family (whatever that means
>--

Hang on a second here..!  Didn't you just say above...?
>--
>I remember having to hide under the bed so that to make sure our
>parents wouldn't walk in on us or anything (See even at that age sex
>was taboo to us, we knew that we would get the s**t knocked out of us
>if we got caught) . . . because I living with my dad at the time, and
>they were absolutely closed minded about sex.
>--

The above quote was taken from your first post, and the previous quote
was taken from your second post.  This doesn't make you very credible.

>--
>When I walked in the front door A* ran into the living room naked, I
>think she wanted me to see her, because when she seen me she made no
>attempt to cover herself, and it took her mom to push her into the
>next room to have her put some clothes on.
>--

No, "A*" likely didn't do it for that reason.  At that age (4 years)
children are still learning the concept of 'modesty' in regard to
their body.  It can be also accounted to observing the 'reaction' that
she gets when running naked into a room.  This is part of how they
learn, by experimenting.  However, one common reason is to attract
attention to themselves.  Not in a sexual fashion, but in that she may
know that she will be chided for running naked into a room, and she
does it to get attention from others.  The aspect of being naked is a
secondary concern to her, she will want attention for _herself_
'overall' and not attention to her 'body' alone. 

>--
>Now her mom does know that I find younger girls attractive, but not
>as
>young as her daughter and especially not her daughter 
>--
>From what I have been told about her mother though, she was sexually
>abused when she was a kid. Her husband is very protective of both her
>and there daughters.
>--
>Now today K*'s mom wanted to talk to me privately about A* (See A*
>has
>always been affectionate around me, everytime she see's me, she would
>give me kisses and hugs, and she would even sit in my lap a lot), 
>--
>Well A*'s mom asked me to have a talk with A* about her sitting in
>other people's laps, and giving out kisses and hugs. I told her that
>I would, that I would tell her that it is all right to sit in my lap
and give kisses and hugs ever once in awhile, but that she shouldn't show
>that affection to others. Her mom said that she will not listen to
>her or her dad, but that she might listen to me, because I am A*'s
>friend. 
>--

So you were going to tell her mother, who knows you find "younger
girls attractive" that "she can give _YOU_ kisses and hugs" but not
"others"(referring to strangers I suppose)?!?

This is where you lose complete credibility.  First of all, she is the
younger of the two girls.(K* is 7, and A* is 4)  This would indicate
that the parents have already raised one child past this age.

However, when you say "Her mom said that she will not listen to her or
her dad, but that she might listen to me, because I am A*'s friend."
It clearly shows this to be a fabricated story, and not truth.  Your
story puts you at an age of just under 21 years old, and a male.  So
this mother who was supposedly sexually abused, and the father who is
over protective of his family, and you are saying that they feel their
child will listen to a 21 year old male "friend", who has known the
child less than two years?

If you are a parent one day, you'll realize why this statement is not
believable.

>--
>I think that A* shows this affection because she always wants a man
>in
>her life.  I am thinking about asking to become an honorary father to
>A* as well.
>--

"...she always wants a MAN in her life."?!?!?  Oh please.  This is a 4
year old child.  All that she wants is safety, security & shelter. The
basic needs that any child has.  Beyond that, she HAS a father
already, yet you make it like he doesn't exist.  Yes children have
needs, but they are still DEFINING those needs at that age.  

Like I mentioned in a previous message.  I don't want to single people
out for 'making up stories' and posting them to the list as being
'true'.  

HOWEVER, if people want to write about fictional events, then DON'T
make it appear that they are real events!  It is deceptive,
misleading, and unfair to the other list members who look to this list
for some 'honesty' from others.  

Although I expect you to say that 'this was all true' I really think
you should consider it first.  You'll get far more support by telling
the 'truth' about your feelings, instead of creating a story that is
not believable.  There are MANY people here who either talk about
their 'thoughts' or 'feelings' and wish they were true.  Almost all of
us do, but we don't SAY that it 'really happened'.

No one is going to judge a person who writes about 'fiction' or
'fantasy' as long as they SAY that it is 'fiction' or 'fantasy' in the
first place.  Think about it.

I would again remind everyone that there are a few others here who are
doing much the same.  I'm not here to judge or 'expose' anyone, but I
do feel that I have the right to 'bring into question' statements made
by people who I feel are not being completely straight-forward.  

Please keep this in mind if you decide to post something you say is
'real' when it is not.  I really don't want to do this again, but I
will.  

Of course the above remarks made by me are my opinions, and do not
necessarily reflect the opinions of anyone else.

Till next time...

'The Pretender'  
(WHICH, by the way for those who might ask, refers to a character on a
TV show by the same name, who has an aptitude to adapt to nearly any
situation or task very easily.)

--

'Tr'Pakh' wrote:
>Thanks for the detail, Pretender.  I find it fascinating, especially
>since a close friend of mine has recently been treated for
>depression.  Thank you!

No problem.  I'm happy to help people understand the _real_
depression, and how it can affect a person.  Much of the time, people
just hear about depression and think of it being some 'mystery'
illness that no one has ever explained.  Although it isn't something
we can 'see' on the surface, depression is a very real illness.

With a _real_ depression, no amount of "Cheer up" or "Snap out of it"
will help.  That is why I think it helps to 'know' what is actually
happening in the brain.

Just out of curiosity, did my analogy make sense to you?  Were you
able to follow what I was saying?

In other news...

They were talking in the media about a constitutional challenge in the
US, where a 16 year old boy and a 14 year old girl had consensual sex,
and then the boy was charged with statutory rape.  Following an
appeal, the supreme court ruled that minors do not have any
constitutional rights to give consent for sex.

Also in the news was an Amnesty International benefit event that was
held recently.  It's interesting how they spoke of the 'fundamental
human rights' to freedom from violence or oppression in regard to a
person's race, religion, creed, gender, or sexual preference.  (as
well as other items.)

I guess 'pedophiles' just don't make the list....


Till next time...

'The Pretender'
-------------------------------------------------------------------




'Soft_&_Gentle' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------
 
Hello All,
 
Although I am behind in replying, I am up-to-date on the reading. 
Some events in the past few days disturbs me, at best I could use 
the words "annoying me", but even that is not the words I want to use. 

Please bare with me and IN NO CIRCUMSTANCE DO I WANT TO START A 
FLAME WAR.
 
If the hat fits, please ear the words and think about it, if not 
then, don't jump on either parties.
 
1)  The first thing that is like a needle in the lower back, is
 the intolerance of people. 

We form a small community and like any family we have different 
views and needs, but this is not a reason to jump on other people 
needs. To those that want to talk about splitting the group 
because they don't like some of the topics (their word was boring 
details If I remember), do you volunteer to do the sorting works. 
 
Consider this, I live in north America - do you think I care about 
the films that are playing in Europe. I am not a highly educated 
man, no philosophical studies, don't you think that some of the 
topics about the philosophical development of child sexuality and 
others topics, that I understand half of what their saying. Their 
is other stuff that I don't flavor a liking for them (like songs 
and poetry), but some do.
 
I have been with this list for almost two years, we have had many 
people disagreeing with others. But never did we have people 
attacking them and saying they are boring and untruthful and 
they should be single out or thrown in a different list. I 
believe if you want people to respect you, well that start with
respecting others as well. How do you want people to respect 
your feelings, thoughts and opinions if you don't respect theirs.
 
2)  The second, about "single out" someone because their stories 
is a little different then the last time they spoke. 
 
For One if I look at my writings, many stuff is straight out of 
my court document files and as such public knowledge and I can 
use real names if I wish too. Others which are know, but names 
are not, then like Ianthe suggested I have to switch for other 
names. My memory is not so good, and I may switch the names by 
accident. It is not because I change a small part of it, add 
to it, remove to it , that the situation is not the same or not real. 
 
Okay you may want the person to clarify which event is the exact 
and actual event, but don't start on a holy war on people that 
can't tell the story exactly the same way each time.
 
3)  Reality versus fantasy, is yes sometimes mixed. But here you 
have to make a leap of faith and believe the other person is as 
truthful as you are. 
 
You certainly can request clarification on things I say and seem 
to you unreal. 

But where I draw a line, is what makes a person my judge as to 
what is fantasy or reality in the events that I am speaking off.
Be careful as to the standard you use to judge, are they 
common sense or your own personal one because you never see it.
 
4)  To the ones that say's the people life are dulls and un-
interesting and they should go away. 

[If] you're not interested, do like many, shut-up and skip over it. 

If you don't respect people for who they are, how to you hope 
they will respect you and your comments. 

Actually, maybe we should know your true feelings, this way we 
can skip over everything you write, since they don't come from 
someone that cares about others.
 
5)  The other that, feel like calling "lyers, lyers, pants 
on fires " because they don't believe so and so have had 
sexual contact with a child of under "x" age. 

It is not because you didn't live the experience that it is 
impossible. That is is impossible for a girl under pre-teen 
age to have a romantic and sexual desirable relation. 
 
In almost 30 years of living as a child lover, I have seen 
some pretty strange reaction from children, and nothing would 
surprise me. So if something is told and I can't see how, I 
would certainly ask question on the possibility, not jump 
on the person back because I can't see it.
 
As to not believing because you never did it and never seen 
it, well I never done rectal penetration of a 2 year hold, 
but have seen some pics that don't look fake at all. If you 
need to see, arrangement can be made, with third party.
 
Enough rambling.
 
Those are my thought and opinions (my 2cents), many will 
disagree and they are entitled to their opinions. 
 
All am I asking is put some water in your wine and be a bit 
more tolerant for others.
 
I give a big hug to all, and whish you a wonderful summer.
 
Soft_&_Gentle
-----------------------------------------------------------------
 


'Sanctuary' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

'Beamish' wrote:
>(There are those of you who will not choose to believe 
>it, but it happened.)

No need to convince us. We all know what is real and
fantasy in our own lives. I choose to believe you because
I have had similar innocent experiences also. Horseback
riding can be fun for the HORSE, too you know ;-)

--

'n.s. aristoff' wrote:
>Having lived in several different countries and traveled widely
>(including studying local laws), it seems to me that in everywhere, to
>some degree, adult sexual desires for children are (a) tolerated, (b)
>simply not thought about, so not dealt with, (c) ignored despite knowing
>about them, and (d) actively suppressed

Please tell me where categories A - C exist ! I seem to be living in
a category D.

--

Ianthe wrote (in response to n.s. aristoff):
>thus capital goes on selling more commodities, all the 
>while mining ever more obscure forms of desire (the s/m 
>stylisitics in 1990s adverts, etc) for new markets and new 
>ways of morphing product/desire. ]

But what of those of us who truly feel that our desires are
genuine and not merely a product of indoctrination?

   [ Yes, it's a chicken-and-egg situation - does the real
     desire come first, which is then exploited to sell us
     products ("This car has added pulling power!" - buy 
     a flash car and get girls), or do our desires get 
     muddied or even _formed_ by the products and their
     imagery (fetish for leather car seats, etc).  As with
     most things I would suspect that it's a bit of each. ]

--

n.s. aristoff again:
>But Sanctuary, you can't be serious that you would count on everyone 
>in the group using the strongest encryption - let alone the fact 
>that all the communications to and from Ianthe are not encrypted 
>and thus subject to interception.

OK. fine. I'll use PGP for ASGL, too :-) I thought text speech was
still being kept alive in the US but maybe I was wrong ;-) Ianthe,
what do you think; shall I encrypt email to you?

>Some of us who there at the beginning have found that the group
>has taken a serious detour toward the "personal."  Not the personal 
>political, like the meaning of a relationship or how to figure out one's 
>feelings, but the very boring personal details about what one did that 
>day.

There is room for it all. Merely skip the uninteresting parts (as 
we all do) and respond to what you wish. Simple really <hehe>,
although a little time consuming. I still think that partitioning it
off into sections would necessitate reading all 4 sections to get 
the whole story, which, to me, is even more time consuming.

---

'Soft & Gentle' wrote:
>I write in a foreing language, so please be a little indulgent 
>in the way I say things. Far from me any mean streak or hate 
>feelings. Be assure that any comments are sincere and I only 
>wish to help.

And you ARE a help. Please keep posting. I appreciate
every post you make because I like to know people who
are happy with their sexuality :-)

'Sanctuary'
----------------------------------------------------------------



'Paddington' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

'Sanctuary' wrote (05/22/98)

> Fear is not new but it makes me wonder what has been seen to
> cause such a fear. When she is sexual with you, does she seem
> as though she is enjoying herself, even if she will not discuss
> it?

About the fears: Because of our economical needs and the 
(in this time) socially normal way to let children grow up 
she have had spend some time in nurseries, also have had 
a stay in a hospital in early years. This is (for us now)
known as a reason for serious problems in social contacts and 
other psychical areas. It is also often said, that while dreaming
we deal with problems we have had on day, and so she may have
had some bad impressions to work with. Why her nightmares are 
so often of rats I don't know, we have never lived in an environment
where they have had a place. But, as she told me, the 'rats' are 
more monstrous machines, equipped with many teeth, hands, tools,
running and jumping and hunting my girl. 

About enjoying herself: I have asked her about touching herself,
and her answer was something like 'this areas have not to be
touched', and I think she don't know the other possibilities.
If she will learn it she may loose the need to tease me... 
In non-sexual-meanings she is 'enjoying herself', in all the
normal childrens actions: rollerskating, bicycling, gymnastics,
swimming ... it is all this, what I think now "ohh, I forgot to
train myself and now I'm a really old man - how can the
children run all the day without having stiff muscles?"

--

For 'n.s. aristoff':

Hard working angry man, sometimes depressed by his surroundings,
looking for more universal backgrounds of public behaviour and
here because he looks for this very special way we express the
desire for the youth - near enough or far away? The cultural part
of ASGL-L (book-reviews and so on) as a basis to have intellectual
expressions of the inner conflict of the society about the
'innocence' of children, the use of them as objects of public
(but repressed) desire in i.e. advertising; the inner conflicts
of the way the society wants to have innoncent children expressed
in public education programs and the bad results because of 
repressed needs of children to learn about every side of their
human / biological being (schoolboys which rapes little girls
because they have no other chance to learn about sexuality)...

05/25/98:
> You were right. That WAS boring. <snip>
> Only about 1500 potential nymphets, at least 300 actual ones.
> But so what?

That's the way I drive my car. I see the girls a part of a second,
some are cute enough to stay some seconds in my mind, but no time
to see them/ come near/ become aquainted. The difference between 
this and the boring detailed stories is the attentition we are 
able to have for the targets - driving my car I'm not able and 
willing to have the attention to the nicest girl (in the meaning
of this group), in a other surrounding that changes drastical.

You seem to have choosen a way of avoiding (if you be interested
in this sexuality-included love for children we share), maybe
because it is unimpossible to have this affection and to be the
rational cold lawyer on the way to save the life of an innocent
victim of justice.  

> I don't believe in the phenomenon of pedophilia, actually.  If 
> anything, there are many pedophilias, no unitary phenomenon.

I agree. The interesting question is (in my eyes) if there is a
reason for being pedophile - and I'm mistrustful about biological
/ evolutionary theories. We are not so far away from other
primates, but I haven't seen much about pedophile gorillas ...

   [ The Bobo's ? :) ]

The ever-cited tribes of... are possibly singular exceptions, and
I'm in fear, that every people writing about their behaviour has
used the same source, so building a chain of books citing one
another. Crazy ? Imagine a extra-terristic scientist, landing on
an Polynesian island, looking for peoples life and, after his
landing home on x-ter'A;uin setting up the basis of "terratology".
  
I'm looking for other people daily life experiences and 'where I 
come from' - stories to find the connections between us, to see,
how others manage their live and, if no bad coincidence will damage
my life before, to see what expects me if my daughter will be 
grown up ... (big catastrophe) - and I see a possible reason for 
child-loving in our socialisation. There have been some people 
who have expressed, more or less detailed, that they have 
had a childhood which may have hindered a proper/normal
socialisation, independent from their economic settings.
May be it is like a delay on the way to "normal" sexuality, 
and if so this will explain the change some people have seen in 
their behaviour - the growing interest in older females. Dutrox 
(?) as a man still standing in a childhood phases of hating 
what he can not have without the fear of being pushed back ?
 
If there is the slightest part of evidence than all the 
(generalized) American child-sexuality repressing efforts are
a way to get more pedophiles and other people who don't fit
in the average of normal sexuality. Then (and only then) there
will be a growing quantity of pedophiles, and may be, the quantity
will change to a quality. Just in this times there is only a
growing quantity of known rapes on children, making life a
nightmare , because I know I have Jekyll _and_ Hyde in me.
(The <suspected> murder of the 11yo, searched by the biggest 
mass-gene-screening in Germany with around 15.000 man was found 
now and is a unemployed family man with three own children.)

> But worse, many people have such an inadequte knowledge of
> sexuality, of themselves, of their lovers, and also don't understand
> how they are perceived by others.

Thank you for characterizing me ;(, too true. But this and 

> Misery loves company.

- that's why I'm here.

> Some of us who there at the
> beginning have found that the group has taken a serious detour toward
> the "personal."  Not the personal political, like the meaning of a
> relationship or how to figure out one's feelings, but the very boring
> personal details about what one did that day.

Yes, this change has made the postings oftener and longer, so I've
a hard work _if_ I'm not skimreading. Your postings are mostly on 
a higher level and I have to use a better dictionary to understand what
you want to express (no problem, more amazing), in some cases I have
no chance to follow your thoughts (especially writing about books or
scientists) because I simply don't know them. But - if there are some
people able to have discussions on this level I will be glad to read
it. I find myself catched in my "own world" and loosing contact to
the outside, this will be a way to avoid this. (Ah-hem, all I write
is my mud, I have too few sources in background.) 

About the unsecurity of this list: I know it, sometimes I
forget it (the hope of the police :) ), but there is no other place
in my world where I can find people sharing this feelings and
also sharing their way to handle them. Life is a process and 
there are very few sources about pedophilia which are about
'What it is for the pedophile itself - how to manage a happy
life' or, better 'How I learned to like myself'. All the
books I know are about / for the victims (Ursula Enders) ore, 
in my view, too enthusiastic (Brongersma, Leopardi, Hohmann) -
how can I get the help this forum gives me without the unsecurity
of shared (and so partly identifying) stuff. I know, if some
day a friendly police officer knocks on my door and say
"Hello, Paddington, please come with us ..." I have no
chance to say "Hey, this was all phantasy, I haven't done
anything of this." My fear is not for me. On the other hand-
I've seen the second source claiming that NSA is scanning
every e-mail between Europe and America (and possible more)
because they have access to the British side of the gateway, and
this source also said that the pure mass is no problem because 
every espionage satellite will send much more data. _If_ they are
interested in ASGL-L I see no big deal for them to catch us,
and if Ianthe uses passphrase-secured and strong encrypted
files or not - he can't always change his place and have a 
look for the totally inconspicuous little transporter with
the mans trying to catch only the radiation of his computer
or screen (really no big deal) to see on their screen what
he uses to do ... 

   [ Copper chicken-wire around the monitor foils that, 
     I believe :) ]

no large-supermonster-VAX to crack passwords, only some good 
receivers and some cheap computers. There are few sources 
for radiation-secured computers and they are extremely 
expensive (but - the simple police is hopefully unable to 
do the work of a secret service, so encrypted files are 
better then nothing).

--

To 'Soft&Gentle':

I'm sad. Reading my last postings again I can't avoid
the feeling that _I_ have seen to much of a bidirectional
(sexual) relation with my girl and I'm now more suspicious
about her ability to consent freely (especially at the
starting time). I have the feeling that she is now much
more power-equal to me then two years before, and so she can 
now negate what she may have accepted before. I have to 
be silent about my relation and to think and think (and
ask her, if possible) - was this your intention? Her daily 
life and her espressions seems not to change, so it must be
I, who changes.

Enough, enough, 

'Paddington', utterly confused ... (where is this hat ??)  
------------------------------------------------------------




ends
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   [ 1.  Several of the 3rd June postings were bounced back 
         from .juno addresses, udelivered. 

     2.  8.2Mb and well worth it :) All you Win95 artists 
         out there, get it before it's gone...

         ftp://ftp.sn.no/users/r/rhaviken/Fractal_Painter_4.zip
 
     3.  If you send ASGL-L postings by PGP, please try my RSA 
         key first, before the DSS one. ]



Isabel writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

Hello, my friends!


I've been having an extremely busy time, but hopefully things will 
get more relaxed.  'K', my love, is back from England for the 
summer, so I'm very happy.  It seems that I'm required in the 
Basque Country again.  A few one day meetings will be held there 
in three cities  discussing the future of the new international 
movement on sexual lib, a sort of follow-up discussions after
the conference held in Barcelona last Christmas, and the meeting 
held in San Sebastian in February.  So the gay movement over there 
is financing a part of my trip, plus I'll be there for gay pride 
day march, so I can't really refuse... (As has been mentioned 
before, pedophiles are incorporated in the gay movement in the 
Basque Country). I'll probably leave on June 15, so you
won't hear from me for a while.  I've been unable to translate 
the minutes of the Barcelona conference so far, due to my hectic 
schedule, so just be patient.

--

Some reactions:

To 'Balderdash':

Thanks for the compliment that my writings are interested; I'm 
often afraid that they don't interest many people.

I'll believe the theory of DNA when scientists take the interest 
to also find any existing differences in the brain of gay and 
straight women.  And what about pedophiles and bisexuals?  I 
think that the investigations so far carried out are 
insufficient, so I don't bother with them. 

Two persons feel their sexual fantasies are disrespectful to the 
girls they fantasize about: '?' doesn't even dare fantasize at 
all about K*, while GL7 is embarrassed about masturbating with 
a little girl's dress.  I've had a similar feeling too, about 
masturbating thinking of 'K'. But it's the only way I can
go on living and being happy.  And they're just fantasies, and 
fantasies are my own and my own only, and they don't affect the 
other person in any way.  I wouldn't mind if somebody included 
me in their fantasies.  I've let 'K' indirectly guess that I'm 
having fantasies of him, and it doesn't seem to bother him, so 
I don't think it's disrespectful.  Love and love-making are
beautiful things after all.

'The Pretender' claims that pre-pubescent children don't reach 
climax.  Well, I've been reaching climaxes since the age of six, 
and they're exactly the same at six or at twenty or at thirty.  
And I can't be the only one on that.

--

To 'SleepOver':

A million thanks for the song 'Without You' of Air Supply!  
That's the one I've been looking for!  I didn't know the 
singers.  I'd love to be able to help you too, but unfortunately 
I don't know the song you mentioned.  Good luck in finding it!

--

Oh, next IPCE conference will be held in Southern Europe in the Autumn,
if anyone is interested.  It's only open to member organizations, but 
if you're from a country where there's no pedophile organization, maybe 
the IPCE secretary will accept you as a member.

Isabel 
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Desire' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

A few scary moment a few days ago. I had gone upstairs to go to the
toilet, and because the door to the living room was open, because I
had not been at home for a few days and because Alyson was there too
I said hello to my landlady and Alyson. Alyson asked her grandmother
"Is he naked?". My landlady didn't know, as she could not see me, but
later she did, and I was fully dressed. Alyson did not want to say
hello.

Now, when looking at this from the outside, isn't it just like
something that could start an accusation of sexual child abuse
against me? Frightening. Luckily the situation is such that my
landlady knows that IF I had sexually abused Alyson, I would have
pulverized the world speed record in adult-child sex to do so, but
still I did not feel comfortable.

Oh yeah, for those who want to know why Alyson reacted that way: The
part about me being naked was because relatively many of the few
occasions that she sees me is when I go to the shower, and I do so
dressed in only my underpants, with at most a towel draped around
my middle added. Why she didn't want to greet me, is less clear.
She is quite shy, and at her age pushing an issue just to show
oneself that you have an own opinion is not quite unusual either.
But it might also be more, maybe I did act too intrusive on her on
one or more occasions. I simply don't know.

--

'Cipolin' on Roula:
> The plot's a little complicated, so the above is
> just the bare bones.  The film seems to tie
> inextricably peadophilia with incest.  The
> peadophile character is presented with some
> character and depth, and is not just a caricature
> of evil, (although it is difficult to have any
> sympathy for his character, and he gets a nasty
> treatment by the film's finale).

Yes, I agree with you. The 'pedophile' character was potrayed quite
realistically, although very negative, but I hated that connection
that was layed between incest and pedophilia.

--

'Ianthe' reacted to my description on 'your child from A to Z':
>    [ Cool - can you give us detials of the author, publisher,
>      and date published ?  Is it in English ? ]

Sorry, I didn't think of it to check those details. The book is in
Dutch, and it seemed not very new, maybe from ca. 1980? Maybe I
should not have noticed it here, making you enthousiastic without
being able to tell what we're so enthusiastic about...

I wrote:
> And by the way, I can tell you I have never intentionally lied on
> this list, not even on details, except for the names of the girls
> involved.

I have once given the wrong age for myself, but that too was an
'honest mistake', caused by having to get used to just having had
birthday.

> Finally, I just read 'Het seksuele gevaar voor kinderen' ('The
> Sexual Danger for Children'), a collection of anti-witch hunt
> articles. One of them is Paul Okami's [review of??] "Pedophilia: 
> Bio-Social Dimensions", <...>          ^^^^^^^^^

Sorry, I misread it here. No, it's not a review, it's a chapter in
a (the?) book by that name. The title of the article itself is in
'Het seksuele gevaar voor kinderen' 'Hoe in de Amerikaanse 
wetenschappelijke literatuur seksuele contacten tussen volwassen 
en kinderen worden vertekend' ('How in the American scientific 
literature sexual contacts between adults and children are 
distorted'). I don't know what the title of the chapter is in
'Pedophilia: Bio-Social Dimensions'.

--

'sLeepOVER' wrote:
> Sorry if my post seems out-of-date; lately I've been virtually 
> kidnapped by the Y2K fiasco, and I'm computer-moronic! I'm 
> being led to understand that unless someone has an ace up 
> their sleeve, this is one hand we may all lose. Now as far 
> as I can tell, Prime Minister Blair is the only world leader 
> who seems to give a damn about this. Is he right to be so 
> concerned?

I think there is a serious problem, but not something of your
concern. The problems are mostly for large commercial firms such
as banks, and for companies with large, often coupled, computerized
administrations. As an individual you could best just 'take it as it
comes', unless you know much about computers and can make money out 
of it (a dutch software firm has already made an offer of f.80000,- 
($40000,-) for each student of computer science who is willing to 
help them on the year 2000 problem for one year), and small firms do 
not have much problems either. Just check your bookkeeping program
for any strange behaviours.

> OK now maybe you can do me a favor and tell me the artist or
> title of the song whose lyrics follow. It's driving me nuts!

I did an internet check on it, and found that it is 'Into the night'
by Benny Mardones, probably from 1980. According to the All-Music
Guide, Benny Mardones is a Maryland rock'n roll singer, and 'Into
the night' his only hitsingle.

--

'Soft_&_Gentle' wrote:
>        To those that want to talk about splitting the group 
> because they don't like some of the topics (their word was boring 
> details If I remember), do you volunteer to do the sorting works. 

I would not mind doing some sorting, provided enough people would
want such a sorted list.

> As to not believing because you never did it and never seen 
> it, well I never done rectal penetration of a 2 year old, 
> but have seen some pics that don't look fake at all. If you 
> need to see, arrangement can be made, with third party.

No, thank you. I think I'd just get sick... And apart from that,
I don't want to be responsible for you breaking the law. 

   [ How did that get in?  I guess I must have missed it or
     I would have cut it out.  'Soft and Gentle', that sounds 
     like an invitation to "trade pics", and puts you in danger
     of being slung off the list, in my opinion.  Please 
     explain. ]

--

'n.s. aristoff' wrote:
> But Sanctuary, you can't be serious that you would count on everyone 
> in the group using the strongest encryption - let alone the fact 
> that all the communications to and from Ianthe are not encrypted 
> and thus subject to interception.

'Sanctuary' reacted:
> OK. fine. I'll use PGP for ASGL, too :-) I thought text speech was
> still being kept alive in the US but maybe I was wrong ;-) Ianthe,
> what do you think; shall I encrypt email to you?

Well, I can tell you that I still have some unencrypted ASGL archive
parts on my disk. And I don't feel bad about it. I mean - it's many
times more probable that someone finds one of the more or less public
archives than that they find mine. Only negative point could be that
this way they would be able to find ME, but I do not feel that I am
putting any of you in extra risk. In my opinion, ASGL is already so
open that you'd better assume that some pedo-bashers and policemen
will read your messages anyway.

--

>                          We are not so far away from other
> primates, but I haven't seen much about pedophile gorillas ...
> 
>    [ The Bobo's ? :) ]

I guess you mean Bonobos (pygmy chimpanzees)? Sex seems to play an
important role in their social behaviour.

'Desire'
----------------------------------------------------------------------


'Sanctuary'
----------------------------------------------------------------------

'GL7' wrote:
>Mom was even upset because I sent Kim a birthday card 
>and an Easter card. (Wow! - real child abuse! HUH? I wonder 
>how many years in a maximum security prison I'll get for that 
>felony!) 

I understand your frustration and hope that Kim is able to see
you but I also know that even though the mom may be
unreasonable, she still has the power to cause you major
trouble. Many times the accusation is as bad as the supposed
crime.

I got so desperate about not hearing from A... for several weeks
that I wrote her mom a letter and she responded by throwing
me out of A..'s life. It will have been a year this fall and I 
still look at her house with no hope of seeing her again. I wish 
better for you.

--

'Desire' wrote:
>I know several of you are having children of their own. Do you feel
>that as a pedophile you raise them differently? For example, giving
>them more freedom and responsibility to make their own choices than
>other parents do with children their age? Or being more physical with
>them?

I have always been open and honest with my children and have
given them every opportunity to learn from my experience. I was
raised in the 70's and appreciate the sexual liberation of that
period. I have tried to give my children the facts and let them
decide what makes them happy. They have both responded
differently. My son avoids openly discussing personal topics
and my daughter seems to revel in it <hehe> (but she also
understands discretion as well).

I don't think my choice of training has anything to do with my
girl-loving per se; it is just the way I am.

--

'sLeepOVER' wrote:
>>'Isabel' wrote: Anybody else whose sexual orientation has 
>>changed over the years, or am I the only one on earth?!
>
>LOL! Hi Isabel. You are definitely not the only one on earth 
>whose sexual orientation has changed over the years; mine has 
>also, and continues to.
>
>>'Sanctuary' wrote (on the same subject): For me it wasn't so 
>>much a changing as it was a discovery.
>
>If you don't mind, would you elaborate on this a bit? 
>Specifically, was this a discovery that came with age, 
>personal analysis, or something else?

All of the above <hehe>. I was raised for one year by my 
grandmother and the church  (for 20 years) to believe that 
'deviant' (anything other than heterosexual matrimony for 
procreation) sexuality was evil and to be abhorred. However, 
I also knew that I had these feelings. I also had a mother that 
was dealing with her own sexuality, she believed that you had 
to be married to have acceptable sex and so was married many 
times. I seemed to be influenced mainly by the sexual counter 
-culture of the early 1970's, which contrasted sharply with my 
church training.

I didn't understand at that time that my feelings could be positive
and wonderful. All I had was guilt (but the first girl I ever fondled
has grown up to be a beautifully well adjusted teenager and still
likes me!).

Since I have been on the Internet, I have found others who
feel as I do, research that validates my feelings and experiences,
and am learning how to integrate my feelings and actions with
mainstream society. Not bad for a day's work, eh? ;-)

--

'Digiterati' wrote:
>Through different pathways of my life including access to 
>situations where lots of children are around because of my 
>own kids.

I wonder how it is going to be when my children grow up
and the only access I have to children will be public places.
It should be very interesting but, because of my desire
to remain free, I will most likely have only the most basic
contact; perhaps some conversation or play at the playground.

--

'Paddington' wrote:
>About enjoying herself: I have asked her about touching herself,
>and her answer was something like 'this areas have not to be
>touched', and I think she don't know the other possibilities.
>If she will learn it she may loose the need to tease me... 

Will you ever have the possibility of being her teacher?
Someone needs to be, especially since she has been
deprived of human touch during her formative years. Are
you able to communicate with her on that level?

'Sanctuary'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'sLeepOVER' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

'GL7' wrote: 
>I finally forced the issue with Kim's mom. I found out 
>that she is trying to keep me from even driving by her 
>house, so I drove by almost every day until one of the 
>neighbor kids squealed on me. I was just trying to get 
>mom to communicate with me and it worked. She and her 
>new boyfriend drove over to my home and she warned me 
>not to come around. Then she accused me of doing 
>something that I never did in my life - exposing myself 
>in public. She said she knows neighbors who are willing 
>to say that they saw me doing it. I called her a liar, 
>but she refused to mention who these so-called 
>witnesses were. She said that Kim is afraid of me and 
>doesn't want to see me. I told mom that Kim has NEVER 
>been afraid of me and we've known each other for over 
>two years. I said if Kim doesn't want me to come 
>around, she'll have to tell me herself....One father 
>chased my car down the street like a dog. It was 
>hilarious but also very sad.If he didn't want me 
>around, why didn't he at least phone me and tell me so?
>I encourage feedback. Is anyone reading this?

OK, the feedback I'll give you would be to stay as far away 
from that child as you can. Actually, if it were me, I'd 
move! It sounds very much as if you are obsessing over 
this girl to a very dangerous degree. It is also quite 
clear that the chances of your being watched by the local 
cuff-bearers are very good.  What you feel for her is 
at issue to you alone, but what's at issue to the rest 
of the neighborhood - and now possibly the cops - is 
how you have been acting on your feelings. Tell me, 
reastically speaking, would you rather lament your 
loss of her from your home, or a jail cell?

'Desire' wrote: 
>I know several of you are having 
>children of their own. Do you feel that as a pedophile 
>you raise them differently? For example,
>giving them more freedom and responsibility to make 
>their own choices than other parents do with children 
>their age? Or being more physical with them?

I am a bit different in certain areas than my wife is, 
this is for sure. My first reaction was to tell you 
that these differences are merely normal differences 
that any couple might have, but I think that might be 
jumping the gun. I'll have to give it some serious 
consideration and get back to you on it.

'Ianthe' wrote: 
>There are a lot of con men making fat 
>money off of scaring businesses about the 2000 problem. 
>Do you run mainframes or PC's ? It's difficult to give 
>advice unless we know what kind of hardware you're
>running, I would guess.

That's where the confusion lies; even I know that most 
all the pc's should be fine, minus a few Microsoft 
programs. But what of all the major companies that we 
depend on, like AT&T, who admit they are nowhere near 
compliance? Below is the URL of a page that someone 
had printed out, then passed around. It is this very 
page that has everyone in a headspin, and I'd feel 
alot better if someone would read it, then tell me 
to have a good laugh about it. 

http://www.garynorth.com/

-------------------------------------------------------------------



'Pandora' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

Hello everyone! :} I hope that this lastest posting finds you all safe 
and warm wherever you maybe... :} The past few weeks have been very 
interesting here at casa pandora :} My ex-husband has moved back in for 
awhile <he got kicked out of where he was staying>, so now my daughter and 
I are both 'on edge' which is not good. My fiance was glad that I was 
willing to help him out; but also knew that it would cause many a problem 
for him and I, him and s*****, and for us as a family in general. My 
children aren't sure how to act around M******* and I now and 
specifically my lil girl is now saying that she doesn't want him around 
her mommie and that I need to be with her daddie. This really hurt 
M******, but there was nothing I could say to make it better :{ 
There were other hurtful things said but I won't go any further with 
that,since I will be leaving for work in a half.

Now on to something less depressing. M****** and I purchased a new 
pool this past weekend :}. The children loved it and I do mean LOVED 
it!!! (Well worth the money)We all had hours of fun,it was nice to see my 
kids playing and being that happy. I must brag on M***** for a bit though 
:}. He is quite possibly the best thing that's happened to my family and 
to myself. 

One notable thing above all others, my lil girl is adhd [attention 
deficit disorder?] and has a hard time in school.The school held her back 
because of a low average overall in reading (this was from not turning in 
her homework) :{ so off to summerschool she goes,but back to my point,
earlier in the year when her father(A****),M*****,and I were having a 
ruff time, her grades were very poor,then after he (daddie) stayed gone 
for 6 months, her grades showed a slow but steady pace upwards and by the 
last 2 6-week periods her grades were honor-roll level :}. I am so very 
proud of her.This is one of the many things that have been possible since 
M******* and I got together :}:}:}

OK OK enough bragging. LOL the song that was mentioned about the 16 
yr old <god I love that song> is called "into the night" by Micheal 
something I will call my local "mix" radio station and find out for 
sure, it's a very popular song but no-one ever remembers the title or 
artist so the dj will make you sing a few lines <of course he already 
knows what you're asking for...hahaha> before he will play it... Another 
song that I have always loved is "Time of the season" it's by the 
Zombies.Great song!I will write down the lyrics<once I remember all of 
them> while I'm at work and post them next time:}. Another song that 
M****** and I both like is "Sex and Candy",for some reason the first 
time I heard it I thought of him <always do anyway> :P

Enough for now I guess,take care everyone.

'Pandora'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'Flickorna' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

'Mandrake' wrote:
>Her mother IS trouble. When you mentioned she was some kind of
>psychritist (not right spelling), I knew that would only mean
>trouble for you. Any kind of therapist usually have their own
>preset of ideas of what's "normal".

There is some confusion about what Anna's mother does. She is not a 
psychiatrist! Anna's mother is a counselor and a [trainer]. In addition 
to that she leads workshops helping couples and individuals to transform 
sex into an intimate, fulfilling, and spiritual experience.

I don't know. Maybe she is 'trouble' but I trust her. She has shared 
with me that she has allowed Anna to touch and handle at least two mens' 
penises (erect in some instances) while she watched closely to make sure 
nothing was initiated by the men involved. (One example she shared 
occoured recently with a friend whose pants and underwear had been yanked 
down.) I trust Anna's mother because she shared something with me that 
puts her in a position of vulnerability. And from the talks we've had I 
believe she is much more opened-minded that most people.

'Flickorna'
--------------------------------------------------------------------



'Corman' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------------

Boy, was I glad to see what I thought was a way to get a copy of 
David Hamilton's "Bilitis".  Fresh Petals gave an updated link to 
TeleVideo, the German video source.  After snooping around, I 
found this message:

"Very honoured TeleVideo customers, we stopped the operation."

This was translated by AltaVista's remarkable babelfish, as 
I don't read German.  Hey Ianthe, do you know of any other 
resource for this title?  Thanks in advance.

I had to brag, oops, I mean, share this experience with you.  Last 
night I went to a friend's house.  I have always been quite 
jealous of this man as he has been blessed with four beautiful 
daughters all younger than ten.  Upon arriving I noticed two 
of his girls were outside playing... one was completely naked.  
She is younger than most of us would like; she's three.  But 
what can I say, I do not often get a treat like this, so I 
looked.  I pretended to be involved in a conversation with 
my friend.  There was lots going on so I do not think he 
noticed my attention was mostly on the little angel playing 
on the jungle gym.  At three years old, she has few inhibitions.  
She basically displayed everything as she hung up side down, 
spread her legs, and did flips over a low bar.  Turns out 
she had a very bad sunburn and her clothes were bothering 
her.  Heck, I'm bothered by most clothes on girls.  So that 
was my treat.  Later she got dressed and came to sit on my 
lap.  We talked and talked.  When no one was looking, I put 
my hand up her shirt and rubbed her back (the part without 
the sunburn).  What a cutey.

Summer is here and I am enjoying the weather.  The hotter 
it gets here, the more skin girls are willing to show.  We 
went to a shopping mall last weekend and it was torturous.  
Skin tight tops with spaghetti straps and tiny bras showing.  
Lots of legs and pretty faces.  Everywhere we went, it was 
tiny beautiful girls.  I need a little lover.

Hope you are all well.  I have noticed some nasty comments 
people have made about others.  Come on folks, for most of 
us, this is the only outlet we have.  Let's keep it a 
place where it is pleasant to congregate.  Do we really 
want to ostracize people?  I won't EVEN quote Rodney King.  
Be good.

'The Corman'
-------------------------------------------------------------------




'Flickorna' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

Ianthe wrote:
>   [ Perhaps encouraged at a subliminal level, but never realised -
>     capitalism thrives on stirring desires which will never be 
>     fulfilled, but which can be used to sell you a commodity 

I agree with that. And It's obvious to me that children are used to sell 
all kinds of things, usually things that don't necesarily have anything 
to do with children in the first place -- like toilet paper for example. 
And here's another example: I saw a bottle of fabric softener, and on 
the cover was a picture of a naked woman and a naked girl maybe 9 years 
old. They are wrapped together in a blanket holding each other close. Of 
course this picture is probably meant to appeal to the woman's natural 
motherly instinct and desire to be close with her own children and not 
for pedos like me and you. But you could also look at it like this 
fabric softener will make your clothes as soft as a little girl's skin.

'Flickorna'
------------------------------------------------------------------



'The Corman' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

Just found this one, thought you might like it.  

>Top ten things men SHOULDN'T say out loud in 
>Victoria's Secret [lingerie stores?]:
>
>   #10  Does this come in children's sizes?

'The Corman'
------------------------------------------------------------------




'The Pretender' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

Well, I see I may have been misunderstood somehow...

>'Desire' wrote...
>I must warn you that I can imagine another reason why people have
>such variations, without just telling fantasies. It might be that
>these are details that would tell about their identities. For
>example, if you are a great baseball fan, and meet a girl while
>watching a baseball game, you might say 'basketball' instead, just
>to give yourself that little bit of extra anonimity. The next time
>you describe the same event, you might just tell the full truth,
>or make no change except the identity of the teams involved.

No offence, but you're kidding, right?

Let me post a quote from my message... (which I don't do often)

>I have no problem with a person discussing a real situation that
>occurred in reality, or a person discussing things that they have
>'thought' or 'fantasized' about either as a fantasy.  What bothers me
>is when people write about their 'fantasies' in a fashion that
>attempts to make people believe that they are actually events that
>are appening.  
<snip>
>All I would like to ask is that people _honestly_ distinguish reality
>from fantasy when they are posting.  I think that it is important for
>anyone who is reading this list, to know that in reality, some of the
>events that some people say have happened, have in reality just been
>a person's fantasies put to words.  
<snip>
>I think it is only fair that people don't be mislead when it comes to
>hearing supposed 'real-life' events, which never really happen. 

So let's look at this again.  My main point of contention is...

". . .when people write about their 'fantasies' in a fashion that
attempts to make people believe that they are actually events that are
happening."

This is not about changing a few details to keep identities from being
revealed.  

>'Desire' wrote...
>And by the way, I can tell you I have never intentionally lied on
>this list, not even on details, except for the names of the girls
>involved. 

As I said, this is not what I was referring to.  Everyone expects, and
does change information to protect the identities of those involved.

>'Desire' wrote...
>I have, however, a few times mentioned things of which my memory was 
>somewhat vague, . . .

Nobody is perfect.  If you honestly wrote about what you remembered,
then minor inaccuracies are not a big deal.  

>'Desire' wrote...
>... mentioning some things as facts where I was not sure that my 
>memory was correct, ...

This is borderline here.  I would suggest that if you are unsure as to
whether something ACTUALLY HAPPENED, that you SAY so before you write
about it.  However, it would really be better to exclude this from the
text that you KNOW is correct.  Then perhaps write about it
separately, indicating that you remember it, but don't recall if it
actually happened or not.  

>... or even filling up the gaps that I knew existed.

Now _THIS_ is just plain inappropriate!

What you are saying is in some cases, where you could not remember
what happened in a period of time, that you just 'made up' events to
fill the gap.

Can you not see how this is inappropriate?  If you are writing about a
'fantasy' or about things you 'wished' would happen, then that is
fine.  Since you would be TELLING people what you are talking about is
'a fantasy' or 'something I wish would happen' then it doesn't really
matter what you write about.  People will read it in the intended
context.

I draw the line when people start writing about things that they KNOW
FOR A FACT did NOT happen, but they STATE that it REALLY DID happen.

Don't you see why this should NOT BE DONE?

--

To help people understand why some people do this, here are common
aspects to consider.

People who write about fictional events, to make it appear like it
happened to them in real life, will not normally do this with the
intent to 'deceive' others.  

What it comes down to is delusion.  Please note that I don't say this
to be derogatory.  Let's look at the basic factors.

The majority of people here, in reality, have a predisposition of
fondness for young girls.  That is what this forum was designed to
discuss.

The reality in today's society, however, is that people here can not
openly express themselves in this regard.  For most people, this can
be very frustrating, and there is little one can do.

So what many individuals will do, is 'fantasize' or imagine events and
situations that they wish would occur.  Pretty standard stuff.

The problem begins when a person is dissatisfied with this.  They
become frustrated by their inability to attain a situation like their
fantasies.

As an alternate reality, this person will take a story or dream, and
tell it to others as if it really happened.  Now since many of the
people will believe, it serves to validate the individual's own belief
that it did (or could) really happen.   

In a way, it becomes gratifying to the individual to think that people
actually believe it happened.  This in turn continues to feed their
delusion, and the cycle continues.  

So in essence, this deception is a way the person can 'feel' like they
are achieving what they can only dream about.

The _real_ problem is bigger than that.  Not only is this perpetuating
a 'false' sense of reality to the individual concerned.  It could
possibly cause others, who have thought about this type of activity,
to go and 'act' it out in REALITY.  Believing that someone has already
done it, and they have read the result of it, they may do something
that will end up getting them into trouble!

Either way, if a person does attempt to mimic the actions of that
person, they will likely fail in some form or another.  This can cause
a loss of self-esteem, depression and other effects.  

This newly dejected person will then quite often turn around and start
doing the _same_ thing!  Instead of writing about their failure, they
write about a fictional event as if it happened, and find that when
people believe them, it gives them a 'boost' of sorts. 

_All_ of it, is based on living a lie.

So aside from the fact that it is LYING, it is LYING to the few people
who ACTUALLY RESPECT YOU as an individual, and who don't hate you as a
person.  It's the same as lying to your own family.  It's not right.

Everyone here, to a certain extent, will believe what another person
says about their experiences in life.  Some people will believe more
than others.  However, in the end it only serves to diminish the level
of trust and respect for others here that has grown over time.

I think the people who are doing this need to remember, that aside
from the 'illusion' coming to an end at some point, it really doesn't
help them deal with the _reality_ of HERE and NOW!


We -ALL- have fantasies.  

We -ALL- have things that we think and dream about.

 ...and

We -ALL- have hopes of realizing these dreams one day.


HOWEVER...


We all -SHOULD KNOW- that we may never realize our dreams.

We all -SHOULD KNOW- that we shouldn't treat fantasy as reality.

 ...and

We all -SHOULD KNOW- that deluding others won't make it real.


The practice of telling a story as if it was a real life event is a
dangerous one. 

Everyone here has a hard enough time just dealing with the cold
reality of life as it exists today.  We life in fear of being
'exposed' or otherwise 'punished' by society.  Every week we read
about others, which could very well have been ourselves, who face
reprisal because of what THEY THINK OR BELIEVE.  


So let's stop and think about this.  

Who benefits from deluding others to believe a person's 'dreams'?

I'll tell you.   NO ONE.

The person telling the story doesn't benefit.  Since this only serves
to feed their own delusions, it takes them further from ACTUALLY
having the chance to realize anything like this in REALITY.  

The peers who read the story and think it is real don't benefit.  They
are being deluded to believe that things are happening in reality,
when this is clearly not the case.  This in turn is giving people a
false impression of reality and society, which can be dangerous on its
own for many reasons.  Additionally, this can cause the person to
become depressed and have delusions, to make up for their lack of
'success' in achieving what they think someone else has.

The peer who read it and know it is untrue don't benefit since it
lessens the level of respect they feel towards others on the list.


In the end, this type of action by people only _defeats_ the whole
purpose of the list.  If anyone wants to talk about their 'thoughts'
or 'feelings' here, please do.  Just don't say that 'this is what
happened to me' or something like that.  If it is not 'real', please
do NOT say that it is.  Tell us that it is how you feel, or whatever.

I don't like being intentionally lied to, regardless of the
circumstances.  No one wants to know identities, but they do want to
know if a person is telling a 'story' or relating a real life event.

So unless you can honestly relate what happened, without making ANY of
it up, don't say that it is a 'real life event' or that it actually
happened if you are not SURE.  It's just not fair to the others here.

--

Lastly, it seems that there are few on the list who feel that a
individual's simple 'thoughts' of fondness towards young girls, gives
them the right to judge those individuals.  Yes, there are a few 'pedo
hunters' on the list.  

Let it be known, that without the list holder's knowledge, (I hope you
are not mad Ianthe, but I knew there were some 'snitches' out there, 
and I just HAD to find them!)  I have traced a few users back to 
individuals who are 'anti-pedo' or 'law/legal" oriented.  

Just so people know, I simply monitored some of the known 'anti-pedo' 
or 'law/legal' sites to see if they were receiving the list postings.  

Even though they were using different remailer type options, it wasn't
impossible to track them down.  I was watching for a message
that I knew was the ASGL mailing list message, to pass by a point on 
it's way to particular addresses/sites.  (I'm _not_ talking about 
places like "PACE" either.  I'm talking about people who, in one example,
advocate the killing of any 'suspected' pedophiles.  Real nice people,
don't you think?)  To date I have identified three of these people.

(A message to the list with "UNSUBSCRIBE ASGL-L" in the subject line
will do quite nicely.  I will be watching...)

By the way, I don't want people thinking I can see who Ian is sending
the list to, since I can't. 

But it is important, if at all possible, to try and PGP encrypt any
message you SEND TO THE LIST.  The list message than Ian sends to
everyone isn't a 'prime' concern, since it doesn't _prove_ anything
other than that you 'receive' the list messages.  

However, if you live in a country where some content on the list might
be illegal to have in your possession, should you be extra cautious of
the list message itself.  These are the times when you DO NOT want to
use mail forwarding, but use web based email like INAME, MAILEXCITE or
YAHOO, so the message stays on the net.

If Ian would like, I can refresh and repost my email/remailer info
message from a while back.

    [  Urls of web-based anon remailer forms might be useful,
       for those who post. ]

--

To wrap things up for this message, I just want it to be known, that I
stand as an advocate for all of the _genuine_ list members here.  As
has been mentioned before, there are no other forums like this on the
net, and I think it serves a valuable purpose.  As this list does NOT
endorse, encourage, condone or in ANY way support child abuse or any
actions against an individual's will, I see no reason for anyone to be
concerned about the content on this list.

For those who would unjustly try to punish people for 'speaking
freely' I suggest you reconsider your motives.  The reality of life in
today's society is that EIGHTY PERCENT of child abuse comes at the
hands of a parent or other close family member.  Of that eighty
percent, two thirds of it is physical and verbal abuse.  

(References available upon request - statistics refer to children
living in the United states up to the end of 1996.  Canada, the UK and
Australia/NZ have a similar breakdown of _what_ abuses occur to
children that _are_ abused.  This is not a reference to the _number_
of children affected, but instead a reference to _what_ types of
abuses occur to children that _are_ abused.)

--

In closing, I hope this isn't too much to 'digest' in one sitting, but
I can only hope that it helps to support this forum, and those who are
helped by it.

Regards,

'The Pretender'
------------------------------------------------------------------




'Mouse'
------------------------------------------------------------------

Hi, 'GL7', this is 'Mouse'.

>Greetings from 'GL7':
>I have often tried to analyze why I am enamored by little girls.
>Before I met Kim, I had made up a list of 119 reasons why I prefer
>little girls to grown women. After my romantic affair with Kim, I
>could add more reasons.

I know exactly what you mean. I've often asked myself the exact same
question. I can come up with a whole lot of reasons as to why, but somehow
when I reflect on it, those reasons don't really answer the question. Maybe
it has something to do with the fact that little girls are not hung up on
adult things like wearing lip stick or being clean. They are truly free
spirits, or should be. My friend Liz loves to dig in the dirt below the
stairway in front of my door; we've had many a wonderful conversation while
she did so. Did she care that she was getting dirty? Hell no. I had a
profound idea the other day as to why I like little girls, but I can't for
the life of me remember what it was. If I think of it I'll write it here.
I've never been attracted to anything as much as I have been to little
girls. Sure some of the attraction is sexual, but it's much, much more than
that. There is a word that describes the feelings I, and probably you, have
for little girls. The word is "adoration". A simple dictionary I have defines
it as to worship or idolize. The word worship might be a little strong, but
I know that I have such an incredible love for little girls that it almost
seems like worship. Part of worship is reverence, which I most certainly
have for little girls. If people worship god, why can't we worship little
girls? <G>

Here's a poem I wrote not too long ago about my love and fondness for little
girls. It isn't much, because a poet I'm not, but it  kind of expresses my
feelings for them.

Oh, little girl I love you so much
With a love as pure as your touch
You bring joy to my heart and a smile to my face,
Without you this would indeed be a sad place.
I love to hear you run around and play,
It makes me feel like a kid in a way.
Your hands are so very soft and small
The hands of an angel, the best touch of all.
Holding you is like holding a pearl,
The most precious pearl in the whole wide world.
Your voice is cute; so high and sweet,
With which only the birds can compete.
Your clothes are often dirty, your hair in a mess,
But that's ok, because it shows your happiness.
So take my hand and give me a kiss,
and light up my world with your little girl bliss.
           
BTW, it sounds like you had the ideal relationship with Kim, a relationship
I'd give anything to have. The way you describe it it sounds like a real
dream come true.

>In a recent post I mentioned that I bought a prettiest little girls'
>dress and that I was embarrassed.  Judging by a reader's comment,
>maybe I didn't make it clear that I was not embarrassed when I
>bought the dress. I was embarrassed when I told all the readers out
>there that I used the dress when I masturbate (to catch the
>you-know-what), and I'm embarrased right now writing about it, but
>it definitely increases the sexual excitement for me.

Oh, yes. I'm reading this. I appreciate your sharing that with us. I've
dome similar with several pairs of panties and little girl socks in the
past. At one time I had about 4 pairs of LG panties I had found at the
laundramat when I was living on the SW side. Talk about a pleasure to find.
Unfortunately I threw them away some years ago because I felt kind of
guilty that I was masturbating with them. Now that I don't have anything
but a little girl sock with lace on the top I wish so much that I had a
pair of little girl panties, especially if they have the smell of her
exquisite juices on them, which would be a dream come true. Unfortunately
it seems that in at least this apartment complex, there is little or no
likelihood of finding little girl panties. The laundramat in [..] was a
public laundramat, which probably explains why I found things like LG
panties (always washed, unfortunately), socks, and even one time a pair of
LG sandals. Talk about missing a favorite activity. I miss that and the
sounds of the children that I used to hear every day in the daycare center
behind the apartment building I used to live at. I'm just glad that you
admitted to doing that. It makes me feel less guilty about what I used to
do myself. Since I still do it with the sock I wish now that I hadn't
thrown the panties away, but I can't undo it. The panties I used to get
most sexually aroused by belonged to a little girl who was probably about 2
years old, or was very small for her age if she was potty-trained. When I
got them I remember that they had the very slightest smell of urine on
them. Mmmmmmmmm!

Well, this is a little long, so I'll end it right here. Keep sharing.

'Mouse'
---------------------------------------------------------------------



'Tr'Pakh' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------------

Kiffed from USENET:

- You remember when you were little, how you used to blow bubbles?

  Yeah ...

- Well, I saw her the other day, and she wondered why you stopped.

Heh.

'Tr'Pakh'
------------------------------------------------------------------



'n.s. aristoff' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

Mandrake wrote:
>"N.S. ARISTOFF: I tend to agree with you on how ASGL has grown, but I
>disagree with you about the content of what is on ASGL. ... With the
>good, it gives the rest of us to realize that we are not alone out
>there. It shows us that there is hope in all the bleakness in  whatever  
>society that rejects of what is and is not "normal". With the bad, it
>simply allows us to learn from other's mistakes.

No problem.  I certainly wouldn't want to decide for you what you find
valuable.  They don't give me any of that, but I'm a different person.

>"Now for security and privacy of when one posts something, I don't know
>about you but I very rearly if at all can get any kind of personal
>snippets of a person's life. I always noticed people using "  " to
>change a name or place. I've also seen Ianthe cut out stuff if he thinks
>it compromises one's security (He done to my posts several times).

Yes, it's very common for people to think that by changing minor details
and obscuring other details they can be "safe."  But it's just not
true.  Any fathers out there should consider what even being a
participant on ASGL could mean to a cop or a social worker.  A cop
discovers the list and says, hey, this isn't legal, but I'll bet local
authorities would like to know about this guy.  This is how
investigations start. You can live with the false sense of security
derived from the fact that that nothing has happened yet, but it's still
a false sense of security.

>"When it comes to one's own computer, That is up to each individual. It
>is a good warning to be careful of what you leave on your computer...

But your own security may well depend upon what other people save or
don't save on their computers. Once ASGL is "seized" by law enforcement,
you can bet that in the US an FBI agent will be assigned to find out who
everyone is.  This IS how things work in the US (which of course passes
its info via Interpol to other police agencies).  That's the kind of
things cops love - cyber-sleuting for practicing pedophiles is a pretty
hot area.

--

Ianthe wrote:
>[ Becks sponsored an ICA SI retrospective exhibition and book ]

Das kann sein, but the vast majority of consumers of Becks did not go to
the exhibit and still don't know about the SI.  By the way, thanks for
saying with me on this - I'm going to apply radical skepticism here, so
don't take offense.  I'm not saying I've figured all this out.

The fashion for putting Che Guevara's face on merchandise (another
example) isn't an appropriation of revolutionary good-feeling or the
desire for changing society.  It's an impulse to make everything the
same, to reduce as much as possible to the level of a commodity.  

>   [ But such recuperation needs the 'trace element' of 
>     desire (desire for a 'revolutionary messiah' in this 
>     case) in order to have saleability. ]

How many people even know Che as a "revolutionary messiah"?  I started
asking kids around town here who the guy on their shirt is (Che) and the
answers are pretty hilarious.  They run from "a musician, I think he did
stuff like Bob Marley" to "a Cuban leader that the Americans didn't
like".  The latter was the closest, I suppose.  

What I think, actually, is the the reason for Che's "recuperation" (good
word) is the fact that with the collapse of "communism" Che can be
refashioned and pepackaged as a rugged and uncompromising individualist,
a romantic in the manner of a Hemingway hero - almost American, by
golly! - and with that comes the release and sale of the Motorcycle
Diaries and the various other Che-morabilia that are being released. 
Whether it is a desire for a "revolutionary messiah" is surely begging
the question.  As a "revolutionary messiah" no one would buy Che. He's
hell on wheels as a rugged uncompromising individual (a bit misguided,
but ever charismatic, and who cares about the misguided part anyway,
because communism is dead anyway).

But even suppose your argument was correct.  Still, the human desire for
a "revolutionary messiah" is not anything new. What "culture" is doing
(if culture can "do" anything, which I don't believe it can) is
co-opting whatever is reducable to common forms, not ever-more-obscure
forms, of desire.  

--

Let me re-phrase it: global capitalism does not appropriate "obscure 
forms of desire" but appropriates visual styles as empty, meaningless 
shells for the marketing of commodities which everyone can enjoy.  

>  [ I agree.  I never claimed it did. ]

I'm glad we're building this together. 8-}

That's what global capitalism is about: everyone enjoying the same
entertainment, the same "cool" international style, the same culture. 
(The economic reasons are obvious.)  Save the Planet and MTV for all,
you know?

>  [ I disagree - that may have been true once, and may still
>    be true for a tiny number of globalised "brands", but I
>    would say that _difference_ and _hybridisation_ (albiet 
>    watered down and packaged as commodities) is increasingly 
>    the engine of much modern popular culture. ]

Totally disagree.  The "differences" are quite minimal in economic
terms, though they may appear to make a great deal of emotional
difference to individuals.  "Youth culture" today is an international
phenomenon. It is MTV, Nike, Hard Rock Cafe, the Spice Girls, Hanson,
etc.  The purpose of globalisation is to emphasis sameness while
"tolerating" differences.  Not encouraging differences.  Obviously
people live in different cultures, have different experiences, and speak
different languages.  However, the biggest players in the marketplace,
i.e., those who are in the best position to exert control over it, have
no interest in encouraging difference.  Let me try again:
"globalisation" is a movement by the most wealthy and economically
powerful businesses to exploit economies of scale by encouraging
sameness.  This may seem to occur with a "tiny number of globalised
brands" but the economic and cultural effects worldwide is profound, to
say the least.  What is your evidence that modern pop culture is a
phenomenon of difference and hybridisation?

I am trying here to emphasise the fact that things happen in culture as
the result of what people do.  The problem I have with the language of
French philosophers (I'm thinking of Foucault, Derrida and Barthes,
obviously) is that they write beautifully and resonantly, but coming
down to specifics it all slips through your fingers.  (Very French.)  It
allows you to say that "modern popular culture" has an "engine" or that
"culture" does something.  It also allows you to refer to "culture" as
if it were readily identifiable rather than absurdly complex, able to
stand for almost anything you want it to. Thus Kincaid can say that the
culture encourages child molestation while at the same time it is
horrified by it -- when the fact of the matter is that some people are
sexually attracted to children, some people are horrified by the idea of
sex with children, and a lot of people argue about how much and how they
should tolerate what some people like.  Kincaid's problem is that his
notion of "culture" is an illusion created by collapsing what different
people do into a some kind of unitary whole which doesn't really exist. 
I'm trying to move away from metaphor and literature.  People do
things.  Culture doesn't.  One can't drive culture like a car; culture
doesn't run like a refrigerator.  One can talk in metaphor, but I think
it endangers clarity.  As I said, I'm not attacking you personally.  I
certainly criticize many of my past writings in the same way.

--

'Sanctuary' wrote:
>OK. fine. I'll use PGP for ASGL, too :-) I thought text speech was
>still being kept alive in the US but maybe I was wrong ;-) Ianthe,
>what do you think; shall I encrypt email to you?

But again, Sanctuary, if everyone isn't using PGP, then you are still
taking your chances.  And do note what I said above about fathers.  Many
local authorities would be only too happy to bring proceedings against a
father that they thought could be a potential danger to his child.

--

'Paddington' wrote:
>For 'n.s. aristoff':
>"Hard working angry man, sometimes depressed by his surroundings,
>looking for more universal backgrounds of public behaviour and here
>because he looks for this very special way we express the desire for the
>youth - near enough or far away? The cultural part of ASGL-L
>(book-reviews and so on) as a basis to have intellectual expressions of
>the inner conflict of the society about the 'innocence' of children, the
>use of them as objects of public (but repressed) desire in i.e.
>advertising; the inner conflicts of the way the society wants to have
>innoncent children expressed in public education programs and the bad
>results because of repressed needs of children to learn about every side
>of their human / biological being (schoolboys which rapes little girls
>because they have no other chance to learn about sexuality)...

I appreciate your sentiment, but reserve judgment on the specifics of
your analysis. 8-}

>"You seem to have choosen a way of avoiding (if you be interested
>in this sexuality-included love for children we share), maybe
>because it is unimpossible to have this affection and to be the
>rational cold lawyer on the way to save the life of an innocent
>victim of justice.  

Ha ha ha ha ha ha ha ha ha ha ha.  Sorry to laugh, it's just very funny,
not your English, but the thought that I might be avoiding anything
having to do with erotic desire.  My basic advice: if you're going to be
a criminal, you'd better be able to think like a cop.

>>"I agree. The interesting question is (in my eyes) if there is a
>>reason for being pedophile - and I'm mistrustful about biological
>>/ evolutionary theories. We are not so far away from other
>>primates, but I haven't seen much about pedophile gorillas ...
>
>   [ The Bobo's ? :) ]

That's bonobos.  I mistrust evolutionary theories as well, because they
definitely do not explain a preference for PRE-pubescents, which some
"paedophiles" apparently have.  Apes (etc.) seem to mirror humans:
intergenerational couplings are not uncommon.  Preferences, however, do
not seem to exist.  But there are of course many other sexual
differences between humans and apes (etc.)!

>"and I see a possible reason for child-loving in our socialisation.
>There have been some people who have expressed, more or less detailed,
>that they have had a childhood which may have hindered a proper/normal
>socialisation, independent from their economic settings.

The problem: define "proper/normal" and then find someone who went
through it.  THEN find a non-clinical, non-incarcerated sample of men
who are attracted to girls and find out whether they fit the bill.  All
conjecture, I'm afraid.

>"Dutrox (?) as a man still standing in a childhood phases of hating what
>he can not have without the fear of being pushed back ?

Dutroux - what do you or the media really know about his sexuality?  (No
offense to you.)
 
>"If there is the slightest part of evidence than all the (generalized)
>American child-sexuality repressing efforts are a way to get more
>pedophiles and other people who don't fit in the average of normal
>sexuality. Then (and only then) there will be a growing quantity of
>pedophiles, and may be, the quantity will change to a quality. Just in
>this times there is only a growing quantity of known rapes on children, 

The result of changes in (a) the legal meaning of rape, (b) the manner
of gathering statistics, (c) methods of reporting, (b) increase false
accusations.  In fact, "rape" has undergone redefinition every few years
over the past two decades.  Of course the "quality of known rapes of
children" has "grown."  

>"(The <suspected> murder of the 11yo, searched by the biggest
>mass-gene-screening in Germany with around 15.000 man was found now and
>is a unemployed family man with three own children.)

Ya gotta love Germany, where history is apparently a hard lesson to be
learned when it comes to witch-hunting.  (The US is, of course, never
short of hard lessons to learn....)

>"About the unsecurity of this list: I know it, sometimes I
>forget it (the hope of the police :) ), but there is no other place
>in my world where I can find people sharing this feelings and
>also sharing their way to handle them. Life is a process and 
>there are very few sources about pedophilia which are about
>'What it is for the pedophile itself - how to manage a happy
>life' or, better 'How I learned to like myself'. All the
>books I know are about / for the victims (Ursula Enders) ore, 
>in my view, too enthusiastic (Brongersma, Leopardi, Hohmann) -
>how can I get the help this forum gives me without the unsecurity
.of shared (and so partly identifying) stuff. 

Point taken.   You are correct, of course.

>I know, if some
>day a friendly police officer knocks on my door and say
>"Hello, Paddington, please come with us ..." I have no
>chance to say "Hey, this was all phantasy, I haven't done
>anything of this." On the other hand-
>I've seen the second source claiming that NSA is scanning
>every e-mail between Europe and America (and possible more)
>because they have access to the British side of the gateway, and
>this source also said that the pure mass is no problem because 
>every espionage satellite will send much more data. 

Fortunately most cops are *still* idiots.  They probably have no way to
make sense of any of this.  Last year I had Jim Kyle, one of the top FBI
agents on 'pedophilia' (a tireless investigator, an obvious lover of 
[libellous]-films, a devious, slimy character worthy of a certain Nabokov
novel) shooting first his left, then his right foot when it came to
describing technology.  He [said] to the court saying that he had found
child pornography (jpgs) on a computer disk seized from my client. The
computer disk (1.44 Mb) was formatted with an Apple 2E.  When he was
finally made to reveal what he had found, he proudly produced a list of
25 files, for a total of 4 or so Mb, which he says he saw with he very
own eyes.  When it was pointed out to him that perhaps it was unlikely
that the floppy, now concededly formatted for an Apple 2e, held so much
data, he claimed that 'well, it was once there, but I now admit that
when the disk came back from the FBI lab in Idaho, it wasn't there
anymore.'  On the other hand, he was able to decode nicknames and
personal data about many dozens of boy-lovers, thereby (a) destroying
the lives of a number of boy-lovers (some of whom may have deserved it,
other who clearly didn't, whose only crime was looking at a few
pictures), (b) launching a major child porn investigation and
prosecution in Spain, (c) apparently pissing off a bunch of boys and
their families in Baltimore, Maryland, and (d) collecting more porn 
for him [department] and the government.

>The man's trying to catch only the radiation of his computer
>or screen (really no big deal) to see on their screen what
>he uses to do ... 
>
>   [ Copper chicken-wire around the monitor foils that, 
>    I believe :) ]

But that's not how the police work.  Their technological capabilities
are limited.  They proceed generally by luck and dumb luck. But the
stakes are high.

   [ True - but anti-tempest fonts coming in the Autumn, folks, 
     according to the new edition of Wired :) ]

'n.s. aristoff'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'Tr'Pakh' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

Hi all!

--

'Cipolin' wrote regarding a film:
>ROULA, GERMAN, 1996/7? (dir: Martin Enlen)
<snip>
>It's an interesting film, although the only
>subjects in the film who are not dsyfunctional are
>the children.

So then it's an example of realism?

After all, aren't the young children the only non-dysfunctional
members of *OUR* societies? (At least until the school system and
the mass media get a hold of them ...)

--

'Desire' wrote, among other things:
>Another thing that made me feel happy as a girl-lover that weekend
>was a book, 'Your Child from A to Z', the parents had laying in the
<snip>
>       The book was mostly a childhood medical encyclopedia,
>but I also noticed a chapter on pedophilia, and it was remarkably
>non-negative, noticing that:
>
>- A relationship with a pedophile can be very good for the child,
>  especially if (s)he comes from a bad family situation
>- Pedophiles are in the first place interested in friendship, sex
>  often becomes a part of the relationship later or not at all.
>- The sexual element in the relationship is not rarely initiated
>  by the child.

Wow!  When was this book published?  Sounds like something from the 
late 1960s or early 1970s.  I'd like to know if it's still in print.
I'll see what I can find online.  Maybe the Library of Congress has
a record of it.

>   [ Cool - can you give us detials of the author, publisher,
>     and date published ?  Is it in English ? ]

An ISBN number would be most helpful, also, if it has one.

>'Beamish' wrote:
>> Which brings me up to a question I've asked myself over and over
>> again. "Why are some girl-lovers afraid to start relationships with
>> the girls we adore?" Perhaps for me, it's the feeling of
>> unworthiness to have such a friendship. Granted, I do have a low
>> self-esteem.
>
>I think it has to do much with the ever-present (and often justified)
>paranoia that we pedophiles have. 

Unfortunately this paranoia that we have is a direct result of the
paranoia and hysteria that the general public has about us, a sort
of reverse-projection.  We fear the mass media's "dirty old man"
label that has been artificially associated with the word "paedophile".

>                                     If you start a relationship with a
>girl, this will undoubtedly show, not only to the girl but also to
>her environment, that you have special feelings towards her. And when
>people see you having special feelings towards a child, they may
>easily think you're a child molester.

Precisely.  And unfortunately we live in a society where appearances
are everything.  We need not do anything unethecal or illegal.  All
we need to do is smile at a child and, *BOOM*, there's the "child
molester" label, whether it's true or not.

>Apart from this there is the fear of being rejected. It feels
>terrible to a girl lover to be rejected by a girl, and that's a
>feeling one will try to avoid.

That, I fear, is another symptom of our society.  We fear pain, and
try to avoid it at all costs, even addiction to painkillers and
psychoactive drugs.

#ifdef dime_store_philosophy
I don't just mean physical pain, either.  We do everything we can to
avoid mental pain, as well.  Pain is something that we, as a society,
no longer know how to face.

But pain is a part of life, it's a part of being.  The Native American
peoples understood this, as did the ancient Chinese, and many of the
so-called "primitive" cultures of Africa and the Americas still have
elaborate purification rituals that involve sweat lodges and other 
endurances of discomfort or pain.  The Chinese traditional medicine
espouses meditation as a relief for even the worst of headaches, rather
than the swallowing of a pill.

As part of my martial arts training over the years, I've been taught
to internalize pain, to make it a part of myself and redirect it's
energy to something else.  I've found that a quick two minute
meditation relieves a tension headache much more completely than an
aspirin ever could, and I'm more ready to work on something afterwards.

I've also learned to face, accept, internalize and overcome grief and
mental anguish over such things as the loss of my grandfather whom I
dearly loved, and separation from my little loved ones for whatever
reason.  These things are painful, but in facing them and accepting
them, I have become an overall happier and more fulfilled person.

I fear that far too many people are missing the best parts of life
because we are too busy trying to avoid the uncomfortable parts.  We
miss the joys and wonders of living because we are too intent on
sidestepping the pain and discomfort.

But there must be opposition in all things.  This is a fundamental law
of existence.  Hot without cold is meaningless, like up without down,
health without sickness, happiness without sadness.  How can we know
and feel the one without knowing and feeling the other?
#endif //dime_store_philosophy

--

'Digiterati' introduced himself:
>Ianthe, let me introduce myself. My name is Digiterati and I am a GL. I 
>have been sitting by for 2 weeks now anxiously awaiting the arrival of 
>each ASGL Post. While I must say right off the top that I do not agree 
>with everyone, no names neccesary, I DO value and respect each one of 
>your Views and lifestyle choices and I will review everyones opinions, 
>Always with an open mind. 

Welcome 'Digiterati'!  And to put your mind at ease, I believe Voltaire
said it best: "I may disagree with what you have to say, but I will
defend, to the death, your right to say it."

--

'Soft_&_Gentle' wrote about some of our dissentions:
>1)  The first thing that is like a needle in the lower back, is
> the intolerance of people. 

Agreed.  Intolerance will not be tolerated ... ;)

>Consider this, I live in north America - do you think I care about 
>the films that are playing in Europe. I am not a highly educated 
>man, no philosophical studies, don't you think that some of the 
>topics about the philosophical development of child sexuality and 
>others topics, that I understand half of what their saying. Their 
>is other stuff that I don't flavor a liking for them (like songs 
>and poetry), but some do.

Well, I *AM* a highly educated person, and still have little understanding
of philosophy, cultural studies, and poetry, my education being in the
so called "hard" sciences.  I know just enough of these things to make
a total fool of myself talking about them, but I don't let that stop me.
I have been able to learn a great deal about them from reading and
attempting to understand some of the posters here who have a better
knowledge of them than I.

Open your mind to the possibilities, my friend.  At worst you will
lose a few minutes in confusion, but you may well find a helpful
gem of inspiration in someone's prose or poetry.  I certainly have.

>3)  Reality versus fantasy, is yes sometimes mixed. But here you 
>have to make a leap of faith and believe the other person is as 
>truthful as you are. 

And, to an extent, our fantasy shapes the way we percieve our reality.
Everything we take in from the outside world is filtered through what
our perceptions are, making this world a different experience for each
and every one of us.  Often two people who witness the exact same event
have completely different stories about what "really happened".

>You certainly can request clarification on things I say and seem 
>to you unreal. 
>
>But where I draw a line, is what makes a person my judge as to 
>what is fantasy or reality in the events that I am speaking off.
>Be careful as to the standard you use to judge, are they 
>common sense or your own personal one because you never see it.

One example in my case:  I simply refused to believe that a four year
old could have an orgasm... until I actually witnessed a four year
old *have* an orgasm.

>[If] you're not interested, do like many, shut-up and skip over it. 

Kind of like "if you don't like what you see, change the channel"?

Agreed, Softy!

>It is not because you didn't live the experience that it is 
>impossible. That is is impossible for a girl under pre-teen 
>age to have a romantic and sexual desirable relation. 

And just because the children that one person knows aren't ready
or interested, doesn't mean that there aren't *any* children who
are.  Every child is different.  Every paedophile is different.
Therefore every relationship is different.  Children change.
Paedophiles change.  Relationships change.

Now if we could only change the world ...

--

I'd add some more if I had time, but work beckons. (as if this post
weren't big enough already ...)

Be well, all!

'Tr'Pakh'
--------------------------------------------------------------------
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   [ 1.  I forgot to change the dates on the header of the last
         ASGL-L posting, sorry.

     2.  More of interest to Win 95 artists on the list:
         ftp://ftp.h2net.net/pub/dmoran/incoming/hhw/
         AdobeStreamline4/adobestreamline4.zip    :) ]



Sunday press cuttings round-up:
----------------------------------------------------------



Sunday Times (London) 7th June
----------------------------------------------------------

_Funny peculiar_

Charlie Chaplin and His Times_ 
by Kenneth S Lynn 

Aurum Press 35UKP, 604 pages

Charlie Chaplin and childhood go hand in hand, at least
for me. My parents would hire a film projector for my
birthday party, and we all sat round laughing at the
flickering, silent exploits of the bewitching little tramp,
as he defied authority and fate, triumphing over monstrous
thugs and appalling physical danger, such as the little hut
perched precariously on the cliffs in The Gold Rush. 

Yet biographies of Chaplin were even then beginning to
appear, staining the purity of his innocent image. Among
them was an almost poetic life by Robert Payne (1957),
which argued that Chaplin's tramp-character bears a close
resemblance to the pagan god Pan, "the symbol of fertility
and daring, of insolence and ... sexual powers". 

Sex had entered the picture; and now, four decades later,
an American academic, Kenneth S Lynn, who has written on
Hemingway and Mark Twain, weighs in with a book at least
three times the length of Payne's. Crammed with
biographical detail, it has just one message: Chaplin was a
sexually rapacious, mendacious and generally deplorable
human being.

Actually, Lynn's treatment of Chaplin is sympathetic and
tolerant throughout, and the book is far above the level of
the average trite showbiz biography based on old
press-cuttings. Lynn has also avoided the soft-heartedness
of the fairly recent Richard Attenborough biopic. This film
excused Chaplin's relentless pursuit of teenage girls by
suggesting that he was trying to re-create the unrequited
love he had felt, while still a teenager, for a young
actress called Hetty Kelly. Lynn is too sensible to give
space to such letting-off-the-hook theories.

He could have sensationalised Chaplin's story, since it is
perfectly clear that Chaplin had a pathological, priapic
compulsion to seek out, mesmerise, deflower and impregnate
virtually every nymphet who had the misfortune to cross his
path, or at least enter his film studio. Humbert Humbert
may have been small fry by comparison, but Lynn has too
much sense to over-dramatise this. He tells us quite calmly
that one of Chaplin's conquests (who became the second Mrs
Chaplin, at the age of 16) had the "remarkably Nabokovesque" 
name of Lillita.

Lynn managed to find and interview her. He has researched
just as thoroughly into the experiences of Mildred Harris,
Chaplin's first child-bride, who filed for divorce on the
grounds of cruelty after only a few months of sharing
Chaplin's bed. Mildred discovered that he was being 
unfaithful with another actress (who gassed herself after 
the end of their affair); Lillita told Lynn how, in between 
"bouts" (Chaplin's own word) of energetic sex with her, he 
would set her schoolwork assignments.

The "bouts" went on into his old age, and his last wife,
Oona (the daughter of the playwright Eugene O'Neill), gave
birth to eight of his children, after which she took to
drink. When Chaplin married her in 1943, Oona was 18 -
positively geriatric by his standards. She died seven years
ago, making Lynn's book possible, for nothing so candid
could have been published in her lifetime. 

Lynn is inclined to accept the interpretation - put forward
by some of Chaplin's female conquests themselves - that his
compulsive womanising grew from the trauma of his mother
going insane in London in the 1890s. Again, Lynn has
undertaken exhaustive research, and he shows that Chaplin
exaggerated the miseries of this, and his childhood in
general. Charlie and his half-brother Sydney were brought
up well above the poverty line, and although their mother's
mental breakdown was undoubtedly traumatic for them,
Charlie escaped early into a series of stage-troupes of
young performers, which took him happily on tour around
Britain and, eventually, deposited him in America. Fairly
soon, with his massive earnings from films, he was able to
care financially for his mother - although Lynn shows that,
by this time, he had little concern for her. 

As with Payne's much earlier biography of Chaplin, the most
entertaining parts of Lynn's narrative are not about
Chaplin's life but his work. Lynn supplies excellent
plot-summaries of all Chaplin's films, and the early short
ones are still particularly amusing to read about. But how
are we to reconcile the beguiling, witty iconoclasm of the
onscreen Chaplin, in his guise of the desperately
vulnerable little tramp, with the monstrosity of his
offscreen behaviour as producer-director; or rather,
seducer-director? 

Lynn shows us dispassionately but conclusively that this
was a man who could not bear to allow other actors in his
films to be seen in close-up; who hated to give credit (or
credits) where due; who ordered that a pet cat that
scratched him during filming should be killed and stuffed,
so that it would give no trouble when the scene was reshot;
who did not want his children to watch anyone's films but
his own; and who, when his 14-year-old runaway son Michael
returned safe and well, punched the boy in the eye. 

Lynn parts company with previous Chaplin biographers on one
significant issue. His predecessors took the line that,
when Chaplin set off for a trip to Europe in 1952, the
United States authorities refused him a re-entry visa
because of his suspected membership of the Communist party.

Chaplin, however, always denied that he had joined it, and
Lynn's portrait makes it seem unlikely that he could have
done anything so unselfish. The truth seems to be that the
FBI had finally caught up with his Humbert Humbert sexual
antics. This scarcely mattered; he settled in Switzerland,
where taxes were lower and there were fewer friends to
observe his tyrannical behaviour as a father. 

Lynn ultimately has no explanation for Chaplin's
paedophilia or ruthlessness, and he makes no attempt to
reconcile Chaplin the artist with Chaplin the human being.
One possible answer is that in all his greatest films
Chaplin has to keep his mouth shut. His miming on the
silent screen (delicate and sexually ambiguous) has little
to do with his verbal, indeed verbose technique as a
seducer. A more fanciful explanation was given in Payne's
book. He wrote that Chaplin was 'the creature of ribald
human instinct, the gypsy of the world, [who] fits into no
preordained pattern and holds all patterns in contempt ... 
the goat-god with the leering face". In other words, the
great god Pan; and pagan gods don't behave like the rest of
us. But biographers no longer come up with that sort of
excusing explanation; after Lynn's book, I doubt that any
parent will want to show a Chaplin film at a birthday
party. 

*Humphrey Carpenter's biography of Dennis Potter will be
published in October by Faber* 
----------------------------------------------------------




AP:
----------------------------------------------------------

  SPRINGFIELD, Illinois (AP) -- State education officials
 were embarrassed to learn that a health exam with explicit
questions about sex was given to hundreds of 11th-graders. 
                              
  The Illinois Board of Education apologized Wednesday for
 sending the test to 61 high schools as part of a statewide
 pilot project. Schools Superintendent Joseph Spagnolo said
a newly appointed panel of citizens would thoroughly review
   any future tests, although current guidelines already
          provide for a review by state experts. 
                              
The test, gleaned from a nationwide exam bank used in other
   states, contained questions about the AIDS virus that
 referred to anal and oral sex. It also asked students the
 most effective way to avoid sexually transmitted diseases
         but did not list abstinence as an option. 
                              
   Education officials recalled the tests last month, but
      almost all schools already had given the exam. 
                                                                    
-----------------------------------------------------------



Wired:
-----------------------------------------------------------

Net Messaging Called 'Catastrophic'

The world's most widely used Internet "instant-messaging" 
service is a security disaster waiting to happen, according 
to networking experts familiar with the program. 
<a href="http://www.icq.com">ICQ</a> lacks secure barriers 
against hijacking, spoofs, and other hostile programs that 
can listen in on personal, and potentially sensitive, 
communications sent over the system.

Each day, more than 3 million people use ICQ to send 
quick and easy text messages to friends and coworkers over 
the Internet. Messages appear instantaneously in a window 
on the users' desktops. More than 12 million users are 
registered with ICQ, and the program is gaining popularity 
in corporate settings as a productivity tool for office 
workers, such as for exchanging information like sales 
figures.

Jesse Schachter, an engineer with Advanced Corporate 
Networking, said that a former employer, an Internet 
service provider, used ICQ for all internal communications.

"Pretty much anything that would have been talked about 
in person was talked about in ICQ," Schachter said.

But that's bad news, according to Greg Jones, a freelance 
network-security expert familiar with the program.

"Using ICQ is like talking by writing on big cue cards: 
Everyone can see what you're exchanging. It wasn't designed 
for security," he said.

In the past week, a security expert who goes by the name 
"Wumpus" posted to a security mailing list the source code 
for a program called ICQ Hijack. Once compiled and run, 
the program will allow anyone to take over an ICQ account 
and assume another user's identity.

"It will hijack an ICQ account," said Wumpus, who declined 
to be named for this story, citing potential issues with 
his employer. "It does this by sending spoofed IP [or 
Internet Protocol] packets which pretend to be from the 
client, saying 'change my password to something else.' 
The user of the program provides what the new password 
will be," he said.

In January of this year, Alan Cox, a system administrator 
and self-employed consultant, posted a similar program, 
called "icqsniff" to the security mailing list BugTraq. 
The program collects passwords being sent between ICQ 
users. According to Wumpus, Mirabilis president Arik 
Vardi said at that time that he would fix the next version 
of ICQ to address the issue.

Apparently, that hasn't happened.

"The latest version [of ICQ] encrypts the passwords," 
said Cox. "But the password isn't in every message and 
the messages are not [code] signed -- so it's little 
improvement," he said.

Further, it is still possible to spoof the system 
and pretend to be someone else. "The spoofing allow[s] 
me to send a message as anyone else on the system, [such 
as] messages from your boss asking you to turn off the 
Internet connection," said Cox.

All of the security and networking specialists that 
spoke with Wired News for this story said that the 
greatest problem with ICQ is that the protocol -- 
the actual networking mechanics used by the system -- 
is proprietary and undocumented and, as a result, is 
not subject to the bulletproofing process of peer review.

Wumpus said that he determined that ICQ uses User 
Datagram Protocol (UDP) between clients and the server, 
and standard Transport Control Protocol (TCP/IP) between 
users. However, he said, ICQ's UDP communications have 
been insecure since the beginning.

"They are trying to obfuscate the protocol, they are 
hiding important parts of the protocol, but not encrypting it," 
said Seth McGann, the author of icqspoof, another spoofing 
program and a security consultant with Advanced Corporate 
Networking.

McGann said that ICQ could be a valuable tool for crackers
to use to talk their way into sensitive information. "There 
are a lot of possibilities for social engineering. You might 
be able to present yourself as someone in the company ... to 
get privileged information," he said.

McGann also said he has developed a program that allows 
him to see and change ICQ messages in real time as they pass 
between two ICQ users, without their knowledge. He has not 
yet released this code to the Net.

Yossi Vardi of Mirabillis said the company was straightforward 
about the appropriate use of ICQ and added that all issues 
will be resolved in the next version of the client, due "in a 
couple of days."

But McGann said that Mirabilis was shirking from its 
responsibility, and that nothing short of a complete code 
redesign can make it safe to use.

"They have to make some major protocol changes, and they 
better do a hotfix [patch] to stop that hijacking," said 
McGann, who makes a hobby of auditing networks and finding 
potential vulnerabilities. "That code is really catastrophic."

-----------------------------------------------------------



Wired:
-----------------------------------------------------------


MUNICH -- In a highly unusual step, Bavarian state
prosecutors on Wednesday appealed the district court's
recent conviction of Felix Somm, ex-manager of Germany's
CompuServe GmbH, on charges of complicity in spreading
child pornography over the Internet.

The move could mean a more rapid conclusion to the
controversial case, according to Theodor Siepert,
spokesperson for Somm, who confirmed that the appeal had
been made. 

"This shows that the prosecutors want to bring this to a
speedy end," said Siepert. "I think the international
reaction has contributed to that," he said.

Although the state prosecutors originally brought the case
against the former CompuServe Germany manager, they had a
change of heart over the course of the court case. 

The district court judge, Wilhelm Hubbert, ignored the
prosecution's final recommendation against convicting Somm,
last week convicting him on 13 counts and giving him a
two-year suspended sentence and a fine of DM 100,000
($56,179). The conviction was roundly condemned both in and
outside of Germany as having little basis under German law. 

Somm last week also said he would appeal the decision. 
The prosecutor's appeal could mean a shortcut in the case,
Siepert said, because it could skip the step of going to
Bavaria's regional court and instead go right to the state
supreme court, where the judge could rule on whether there
was a mistake in the district court's decision. If the case
does go to the Bavarian regional court, however, then more
evidence will have to be heard in the case, Siepert said,
which would draw out the proceedings. 

----------------------------------------------------------------


  
CNET:
----------------------------------------------------------------

_Cryptographer slams NT security_ 
By Tim Clar
Staff Writer, 
June 2, 1998, 3:50 p.m. PT
 
A top cryptographer said Microsoft's version of a key
protocol in Windows NT is so flawed that users should avoid
using virtual private network software based on Microsoft's
Point to Point Tunneling Protocol. 

Bruce Schneier, a noted cryptographer, said the PPTP in
Windows NT 4.0 is so broken it can't be fixed with
patches--a position that Microsoft disputes. 

"I believe it's fundamentally broken," said Schneier, who
authored a widely used cryptography textbook. "What we're
seeing is the basic problem of proprietary security
standards. These are really dumb mistakes, kindergarten
crypto." 

----------------------------------------------------------------




ZDNN:
----------------------------------------------------------------

 _Firm finds big security holes in Windows NT_
 By Robert Lemos, ZDNN
 06.02.98 11:06 pm ET 


Flaws in Microsoft Corp.'s Windows NT software threaten the
security of companies using the Internet to tie together
their far-flung corporate locations, a computer security
consulting firm declared on Monday.

"We were able to sniff passwords, eavesdrop on the
networks, and passively do traffic analysis," said Bruce
Schneier, president of Counterpane Systems Inc., of
Minneapolis, Minn. "Any Microsoft NT server on the Internet
is insecure."

Counterpane discovered the problems while doing a security
analysis on a Windows NT, an operating system used by a
swiftly growing number of corporations as the foundation
for their computer networks. Microsoft confirmed the 
security problems later the same day.

The flaws weaken the security of so-called "virtual
private networks," or VPNs, based on NT and point-to-point
tunneling protocol, or PPTP. These VPNs connect company
networks from various locations and are quickly becoming
popular in the corporate world as a low-cost solution to
buying a dedicated phone line to connect computers between
company sites.

"A lot of people are creating their virtual private
networks using NT," said Schneier. "That makes the flaw
that much more serious."

The PPTP is Microsoft's homegrown way of securely sending
and receiving data over the public Internet. It's also used
to identify whether the person logging in a valid user.

But the software giant would have been better off using
one of the public -- and stress-tested -- standards, said
Schneier.

"Developing security implementations in-house is very
difficult to do right," said Schneier. "That's why it's
important to adopt a publicly tested and recognized
standard."

Windows NT system can use either a 40-bit or 128-bit
encryption key to protect a company's data. Those keys, in
and of themselves, are extremely secure. The problem is
that NT secures those keys with a flawed password system.
"Anyone with a list of the top 10 million passwords can
break over 99 percent of the systems out there," he said.

----------------------------------------------------------------




The Times:
----------------------------------------------------------------

June 5th

_Straw sets out strategy to stop sex offenders_ 
BY NICHOLAS WATT, POLITICAL CORRESPONDENT 
  
  A NEW law which would ban paedophiles from applying for
jobs involving children is to be introduced by Jack Straw
as part of a series of measures to protect young children. 
Ministers have decided to act because of fears that
loopholes are leaving children vulnerable to sex offenders.

Alun Michael, the Home Office Minister, announced yesterday
that a new working group, involving officials from three
government departments, would consider three initiatives to
crack down on paedophiles. They are: 

* A central register of convicted and suspected paedophiles
to replace the three existing registers held by the police
and the Departments of Education and Health; 

* a new criminal offence for anyone on the list who
attempts to work with children; 

* further measures to protect 16 and 17 year olds who are
vulnerable to abuse from carers and teachers. 

------------------------------------------------------------

   [ Presumably, those merely "suspected" would first have 
     to be told that they were on the register, if it was
     to be made a crime for them to work with children ?  
     Otherwise they would have a legitimate defence. ]
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'GL7' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

'sLeepOVER' asks whether I'd rather lament my loss of Kim from 
home or from a jail cell. Well I don't think I need to make that
choice right now. All Kim's mom can do is call the police again. 
It's happened at least twice so far. The police have chosen not 
to contact me, probably because I have broken no law. It is not 
illegal to drive by Kim's home. It just irritates the hell out
of Kim's mom and eight-year-old Ashley's family next door. I 
know it looks bad to have given Ashley a Barbie doll, which 
she enjoyed immensely. I did it last year to reward her for 
acting as a go-between to get a message to Kim' mom, which 
resulted in that memorable final(?) visit with Kim and her
mom. Kim volunteered a bedtime kiss on the lips in front of 
mom which was my last contact with Kim, which probably alarmed 
mom, but she never mentioned it to me.

A month later Kim's dad killed himself in a very grotesque manner. 

Until then mom blamed him for the way she was ignoring me. After 
the suicide, mom behaved even worse toward me. I'm not moving
away. I'm not the type of person who flees when confronted with 
false allegations. Since Kim never accused me of doing anything 
improper, mom has no case. Even if her false allegations about
me (involving other people) were true, she would personally 
have no case against me. Maybe I'm obsessed with Kim.... like a 
moth attracted to a candle flame.......How can one not be 
attracted to perfection?

To Mouse: What you wrote read like something I could have written. 
Your poem was beautiful. Yes, my love affair with Kim was fantastic, 
but it's the only such affair I ever had with a little girl. I 
dreamed of a full-blown love affair with a little girl for half a 
century before it finally materialized - indeed a dream-come-true 
that lasted over a year.  Kim did everything she could think of to 
please me.  But after many months of sexual activity, the thrill of 
sex started to diminish for both of us. She started to have second 
thoughts as she grew older, not because she didn't enjoy it, but 
because she started to think it was wrong. I think the osmotic 
pressures of society and her thoughts about what God might
think of what she was doing affected her feelings. Sex became less and
less frequent near the end and it really didn't seem to bother either of
us because we still had our intense love for each other. To me, love
without sex is better than sex without love. Hugs, kisses, body contact
and a little necking and minor petting with a little girl are all
teriffic. Getting naked wasn't necessary as the relationship progressed.
I always let Kim call the shots. She was in charge. Therefore she was
not a victim, but a victor.

'GL7'
------------------------------------------------------------------



'Quilty" writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

'Cipolin' wrote:
>'Quilty' - here's another film to add to the movie
>list, if it's not already there.
>
>ROULA, GERMAN, 1996/7? (dir: Martin Enlen)
>
>Interestingly, the paedophile is presented by the
>film as relying heavily on his own photography as
>a means of expressing his desire, although he gets
>his subjects to adopt cheesy glamour poses for
>him, which is a little unrealistic.

Cipolin, thanks for contributing. However, this sentence 
bothers me. Personally, photography is a major outlet for 
my paedophile desires. (I try to be as inconspicious as 
possible when going to parades and dance recitals so I 
can get quite close to very attractive young girls that 
I would have no means of approaching otherwise.) Also, 
as far as I can glean from the various newgroups, paedophile 
photographers (excluding myself) seem intent on recreating 
adult erotic poses in their work and some young girls 
seem even more expert than their older sisters at delivering 
the goods uncoaxed.

This [movie], like many other titles, escaped me. I can see 
the definitive nymphet guide will be a lifetime's work. I 
still plan to keep gathering info,

Best,

'Quilty'
--------------------------------------------------------------------



'DonCloe' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------------

Hello friends.

I must admit that some of you's guys are gettin' heavy wit' the
cultural observations.  Reading 'n.s. aristoff's last post, hey, most
of the way though it, I'm wondering 'Is this the right place for this?'

Then, of course, he wraps it up by bringing GL into it... good save.

I do have to agree with N.S. about marketing icons and the like.
I worked as an artist for an advertising firm for a while, (yes, I
sold out and I paid the price with my self respect) and while good
people can be found almost everywhere, the driving force (ie: the
ones at the helm of enlightening and swaying public opinion) had
little care, or sometimes little knowledge about the ramifications
socially or culturally of their images and soundbites.

Many of these marketers were SO shortsighted and narrow in their goals,
that the prospect of people being hurt by thier actions mattered
not as long as the client was happy.  On a rare occasion, it was
hoped for, because 'controversy sells'.

No. Too much of our culture is being driven by people while talking on
thier cell-phones, totaly unobservant of the signs.  The idea of
long-term goals has been swept away by vague platitudes and lingo
from business gurus that can't be applied to a real life situation
with any kind of certainty.

Whats this got to do with girl-love?  Now the save....

I see a backlash already taking shape from a homogenized society with
more mainstream people, not just artists, and in mankind's way, it will
most likely be the other extreme.  The same is happening with the
persecution of pedophiles.  Look at some of the mainstream articles
which are drawing the same conclusions: WITCH HUNT! (Thank you Ianthe)
So why are we being so hated and harrased?  I feel it is because some
of the less enlightened of mankind need an enemy - a foe - someone to
FIGHT against.  How long will a culture tolerate that?  Sooner or
later, enough sympathy for harmless pedophiles (the ones who really
love and help children) will change the publics viewpoint.  How will
this happen?  Why our own media, in its quest to shock us and keep our
attention, will stumble on the concept of "Hey. Lets take something
really taboo, and paint it in a pretty light!"

Like a pendulum swings, so can emotions.  For the sake of children, I 
only hope it doesn't swing too far and permit harm.  Then we'll be right 
back where we started.  Thank you for the ears.   

'Doncloe'
----------------------------------------------------------------------




'The Toddler Spanker'
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Dear Ianthe and everyone,

'Flickorna' and I are reading our ASGL-L postings in my college's 
computer room, which is warm and cosy. A few other collegians are 
here, but it doesn't matter. They don't have any idea, and the 
font we're using is small. 

Actually we are just about to go up to the top floor to watch 
some cool movies about little girls Flickorna rented today. The 
first movie we're going to watch is [...]. I'm sure it'll be good. 

Anyhow, talk to you all later.

Cheers.

'The Toddler Spanker'
--------------------------------------------------------------------



'Sihme'
--------------------------------------------------------------------

'Corman' wrote :
>Boy, was I glad to see what I thought was a way to get a copy of
>David Hamilton's "Bilitis".

Corman, have you seen Bilitis yet?  If not then I suggest you 
reconsider. Although this movie is quite famous (amongst some), 
I think that perhaps they haven't seen it either.  I say this 
because I hired it a couple of months ago and was very 
disappointed, the movie was utter rubbish, so much so that it 
was difficult to watch to the end.  Bilitis looks like she's 
18+, and not even a nice looking 18.  The other Hamilton film 
I saw was "Laura", and this was actually much better IMO; the 
girl who plays Laura is much prettier.  Nevertheless, make 
sure you make your own decision :)

Yours sincerely,

'Sihme'
-----------------------------------------------------------------



'Sunstorm' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------
'The Pretender' wrote:

>Here of course you know that actual climax is impossible at this age (5)
>of development.

Let's have a reality check here.

Floyd Martinson reports in the book : _The Sexual Life of Children_, 
the following:

"Kinsey et al. (1948) reported that orgasm is not rare among 
children, both boys and girls, and has been observed in boys 
of every age from five months on and in an infant girl of 
four months."

'Sunstorm'
-----------------------------------------------------------------



'Sanctuary' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

I found this wonderful definition in a book. I think you
will all be encouraged:

_The Study of Intergenerational Intimacy in North America: Beyond 
Politics and Pedophilia_.  Gerald P. Jones PhD...

"Intergenerational intimacy" ... includes all non-coercive, two-way 
interactions in which a physically mature adult and a pre-adult in 
mid-adolescence or younger share interests, communicate with 
and trust each other, share responsibility for and power in the 
relationship, spend time together, and feel mutually fond of one 
another. Sexual contact is not assumed in this definition of 
intimacy, and if present, is regarded as adjunct rather than 
essential. By the same token, intergenerational sexual contact 
alone does not constitute an intimate relationship - though a 
sex-only relationship is not automatically assumed to be abuse, 
either.

--

Aristoff got me thinking about security (again). My point
was that I believe that Ianthe is taking every precaution to
make sure that our identities are secure or else he would be
forced to disband ASGL. Not everyone uses PGP and so the content
must still pass strict censors to be allowed on his server without
violating their Acceptable Use Policy. It is still up to the
individual to encrypt their own personal files.

Since everyone does not encrypt wouldn't it look suspicious
that some files are encrpyted and some are not. I note that
ASGL is not sent encrypted. Of course by that time our identities
are stripped. My anonymous account is as secure as it can be and
still be in my own name somewhere. What are your thoughts?

'Sanctuary'
-----------------------------------------------------------------
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USA press cuttings:
----------------------------------------------------------------

  Board wants licenses from 2 psychologists 

  The action stems from the first case of its kind in Oregon involving
repressed memories and claims of abuse by satanic cults 

  By Erin Hoover of The Oregonian staff 


 The Oregon psychologists board intends to revoke the professional
licenses of two psychologists who convinced a client that she was a
victim of ritualistic sexual torture and that a cult was abusing her
children.

  The case marked the first time the State Board of Psychologist
Examiners waded into the murky waters of repressed memory therapy and
satanic ritual abuse.

  Jennifer Fultz, her attorney, her ex-husband and his parents, and
three Portland-area psychologists interested in the case filed the
complaint against two Portland-area psychologists, Sophia A. Carr and
Chyril J. Walker,in December 1996.

  "The Fultz case represented a warning shot to that spectrum of the
psychological community which believes in preposterous notions such as
that their patients are repressing a decade or more of satanic ritual
abuse," said the attorney, Michael J. Dwyer.

  Dwyer represented Fultz when she, her former husband and in-laws
sued Carr and Walker in Multnomah County Circuit Court after Jennifer
Fultz realized in 1994 that she and her sons had not been abused. In
1996, they settled with Walker for $1.15 million and with Carr for an
undisclosed amount. Neither therapist admitted wrongdoing.

  The court case was apparently the first in Oregon in which a client
sued a therapist for repressed memory therapy.

  Repressed memory theory holds that people can completely forget
painful events and remember them years later, usually through therapy.
Some repressed memory therapists and their clients believe that the
clients were raped and tortured as children by a satanic cult that
programmed the person to keep the cult a secret.

  Repressed memory therapy, popular in the 1980s, is being
increasingly challenged in the psychological community. And the FBI
has found no proof of a highly organized, secret satanic cult that
molested, tortured and even murdered children through periods of
years.

  "The questions about the validity of the whole notion of repressed
memory is probably at this point overshadowing the people who say this
phenomenon is a true phenomenon," said Rhea Farberman, director of the
American Psychological Association in Washington, D.C.

  Farberman advised extreme caution when dealing with memory, which
can be highly fallible.

  The Oregon psychologist board accused Carr and Walker of numerous
violations of the ethical rules that the profession uses to police its
conduct.

  Carr and Walker have the right to contest the board's revocation
decisions before a hearings officer. Both therapists have been on
leave from their practices for more than a year. They could not be
reached for comment.

  The psychologist board's decisions this week pleased the Fultz
family.

  "It's good news," said Jennifer Fultz, 33. "It's just something that
needs to be done. They shouldn't be practicing, and we need to send a
message out to other psychologists who are practicing this way that
it's dangerous and it does destroy lives."

  Ruth Fultz, Jennifer Fultz's former mother-in-law, who Jennifer
Fultz came to believe was involved in a cult that was abusing her
young sons, said the board's decision was something "I've been waiting
to hear for a long time. I think that (the board) is becoming aware of
the problem of psychologists creating false memories in their
clients."

  Sessions start in '91 Fultz sought treatment from Carr for
depression from 1991 until 1994. Carr was practicing at the
now-defunct Clackamas Family Counseling Services, as did Walker, and
also had an office in Beaverton.

  Carr told Fultz during her first session that her psyche had split
into multiple personalities and that she at times distanced herself
from reality. Carr said such problems always stem from sexual abuse,
according to the board's written orders.

  Carr then helped Fultz search for memories of abuse and introduced
her to a system of beliefs about a satanic cult that abused her. Fultz
was led to believe that her husband, all members of her family and her
husband's family had molested her and/or her children through satanic
infiltration.

  Carr took advantage of Fultz's vulnerability to suggestion by
telling her that "sometimes people just don't remember," the board
order said. Carr did not corroborate the memories through any other
source or in any way test the memories and dreams that Fultz
eventually began reporting to Carr.

  At one point, Fultz believed she gave birth at the age of 12 or 13
because of stomach cramps that Carr told her were "body memories," the
board said.

  The board indicated that Carr herself feared that a cult would kill
her.

  The board said Carr fostered Fultz's alienation from her family,
demanding that she get restraining orders against her relatives and
contributing to the breakup of Fultz's marriage. Carr threatened that
if Fultz did not follow her orders, she would commit Fultz to a mental
hospital or have her children taken away. She told Fultz to trust her
"like you trust Jesus," the board order said.

  Sons' psychologist Walker treated Fultz's sons. The board accused
Walker of assuming sexual and ritual abuse despite lack of
corroboration and in conflict with evaluations by other mental health
professionals clearly indicating no signs of current abuse or in the
past.

  Walker's beliefs in satanic cults is documented through interviews
with the Oregon State Police and a Lake Oswego police detective, the
board order said.

  Walker instructed Fultz to guard against the cult breaking into her
home and kidnapping the children.

  Fultz now lives in Beaverton, where she and her ex-husband share
custody of their two sons, Sean, 8, and Chris, 7. She is attending
community college classes and hopes one day to pursue a nursing
career. She said she finally is coming to terms with her experiences
with therapy but often feels angry at the damage to her life and her
marriage.

  Fultz said Chris remembers little of his experiences in therapy. But
she said Sean sometimes will ball up his fists, beat on his bed and
scream "I'm really mad at those doctors for lying to us."

  The psychologist board has investigated at least one other repressed
memory case, according to James Edwards. Edwards of Santa Barbara,
Calif., filed the complaint against a Portland psychologist who
treated his daughter from Roseburg.

  But in January, the board found no ethical violations, according to
its letter to Edwards, which Edwards gave The Oregonian.

  The board's decision angered and saddened Edwards, who says he has
had to live for eight years with his daughter's beliefs that he
sexually abused her as a child. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------


Scatology by the sea
--------------------------------------------------------------------

 Confessions of a Cannes neophyte

  "You're a Cannes virgin?", I was asked by disbelieving journalists,
some of whom have been coming to the Cannes Film Festival for 30
years. "Well, brace yourself to be very lost and very confused." Oh,
yes! For the first five days at least, I stumbled about the
high-flying fest many steps behind everyone hip, professional, and
cool. 

<snip>

  October Films is also the distributor for _Happiness_, another
difficult sell, though the problem isn't idiocy but director Solondz's
courageous refusal to compromise his dark, important vision in even
the teeniest way. There are some extraordinary stretches into sexual
arenas for an American independent film: several masturbation-induced
cum shots and some torturous, graphic descriptions of pedophilic sex
-- a Ronnie Howard-like dad (Dylan Baker) telling his freaked-out
young son what crimes he has committed on his son's youthful playmate.
After drugging the youngster's tunafish sandwich!

  The story? Happiness offers a series of interconnected episodes
surrounding a suburban family: three grown daughters, one married
(Cynthia Stevenson) and cheery with children and two (Jane Adams, Lara
Flynn Boyle) single and estranged, plus their separating parents (Ben
Gazzara, Louise Lasser) and the seriously screwed-up men (Jon Lovitz,
Phillip Seymour Hoffman) who come about courting. The stuff that
happens in this movie is horrible, pathological, but often weirdly,
sadly hilarious as well. Happiness has been compared, in its web of
dementia, to Robert Altman's Short Cuts, but that one was mean and
this one is tender, compassionate, with Solondz showing respect for
even his most depraved, hate-filled misfits.

  "People read the script and said how funny it was, 'the pedophile
comedy,'" Solondz told me. "But that made me nervous because I didn't
want to mock the characters' world but get inside it and explore it.
And I don't want the audience to see a bunch of freaks. These are real
people you meet at the supermarket." 

  As for the father-turned-pederast, "What makes it tragic is
that he loves his son, but he's cursed and destroyed by a monster
within. I don't have to say in the movie what he has done is wrong.
But I felt I had to be make the leap and be honest about the 
horror of what is going on."

  Both Happiness and Welcome to the Dollhouse are set in Solondz's
very own blighted New Jersey, though he hopes it's clear that
Happiness could take place "in Ohio or any suburb, and that the film
could be read as a critique of America, and the society in which we
live. No people have greater liberation than Americans, but there's a
terrible price to pay. I think Americans suffer more alienation and
lack of rootedness than anyone in the world. Everyone here says I have
a sister in Boston, a brother in San Francisco, and, if they aren't
divorced, parents in Arizona."

<snip>

--------------------------------------------------------------------



 Faulty abuse complaints hit 
--------------------------------------------------------------------

 Judge imposes bond to prevent 'blatant misuse' 

 by Dave Racher and Gloria Campisi 
 Philadelphia Daily News Staff Writers 

  A Philadelphia judge says hostile family members are using
protection-from-abuse orders against each other as weapons in domestic
disputes.

  Common Pleas Judge Thomas D. Watkins said there are so many
"frivolous" complaints that he intended to do something about it -- by
requiring a bond be posted to pay court costs before a second abuse
order can be obtained against the same accused transgressor.

  Family Court officials could not be reached for comment, but other
judges were expected to go along with the ruling unless it is
overturned.

  Appeals are being filed with state Superior Court.

  Advocates for abused women vehemently denied there was widespread
abuse of the system and said Watkins' decision would block access to
the courts to poor women who cannot afford to put up money for a bond.

  Watkins said 57 percent of the petitions filed last year were either
dismissed or withdrawn. 

  He called the bond "a small but meaningful step" in preventing the
court from being "abused by abuse."

  He cited two cases he said proved his point -- calling them a
"blatant misuse" of the system.

  One involved a teen-age girl who accused her mother of abuse because
she had been disciplined for seeing a drug dealer. The other dealt
with a woman who brought abuse petitions against the father of her
child during a custody battle.

  The courts maintain they have no way of pre-screening abuse
complaints.

-------------------------------------------------------------------



 06/04/98- Updated 10:43 AM ET
--------------------------------------------------------------------

 New bill targets online porn

 HOUSTON -- As line after line of raunchy Internet "chats" 
scrolled on a  projector screen behind him, U.S. Rep. Nick Lampson 
announced Wednesday a bill intended to boost U.S. Customs efforts 
to stop online child exploitation. 

 "Anybody can get into it," Lampson said, referring to the activity in
an online forum called "momdaughtersex" in which explicit invitations
to adult Web sites filled the screen. "That's what makes it so
dangerous."

 Lampson, D-Beaumont, said his measure would give an additional $2
million to the Customs Service's International Child Pornography
Investigation and Coordination Center, which seeks potential
pedophiles and child smut traffickers. 

 During a news conference at the Customs Service's north Houston
office, a computer displayed a sexually explicit "chat room," one of
thousands that allows users to communicate anonymously or trade
software. 

 Customs Special Agent John MacKinnon said about 3 percent of the
rooms cater to illegal activity, such as luring children into sexual
rendezvous or the trading of child sex pictures. Software allows
them to lurk in such rooms without their handle appearing on screen. 

 "Not only do they not want to be seen by law enforcement, they remain
in rooms and avoid conversation while they look to identify a child
of the age and gender they prefer," MacKinnon said. "Then they reach
out and try to seduce that child." 

 MacKinnon said Customs agents have arrested 670 people on related
charges since 1991. He said at least one Customs agent in each of the
service's 20 main offices is proficient in computer sleuthing, but
most of the effort is conducted at his office in Washington. 

 Because so much child pornography flowed into the United States from
abroad by more traditional smuggling means, MacKinnon said Customs
has been the lead federal agency for decades. The service was a
natural fit to address the move of such material to computers, he
said. 

 By The Associated Press

----------------------------------------------------------------------



ends

alt.support.girl-lovers                              13th June 1998
-------------------------------------------------------------------
http://www.duende.demon.co.uk/456.html          Last: 8th June 1998

          ,,,,,
        /)))))))\
       ((((((((((\
      ((_  _  )))))
      ))e) e ((((((
     (((<     ))))))
        \~     .-'-.                    
         '--.(                          88
                                        88
 ,adPPYYba,   ,adPPYba,    ,adPPYb,d8   88  
 ""     'Y8   I8[    ""   a8"    'Y88   88
 ,adPPPPP88   '"Y8ba,     8b       88   88 
 88,    ,88   aa    ]8I   "8a,   ,d88   88  
 'YYYYbbd8"   '"YbbdP"'    '"YbbdP"Y8   88
                           aa,    ,88
                            "Y8bbdP


'Andre' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

After a few week of absence, my list of movies on Dutch and surrounding
TV-stations with LGs in them has returned. Here is the list for 13-19
June.

--

* Saturday, 10.20, SBS6: The last time I saw Paris (1954, USA) - Sandy
Descher (5c5)

An American journalist moves to Paris, falls in love and marries. He
tries to write a novel, but does not get accepted. Later his career
gets in the way of his relationship with his wife and daughter. Based
on a Hemingway novel.

http://209.75.210.235/lobby/indexes/sdltp.html

* Saturday, 20.30, RTL5: Rambling Rose (1991, USA) - Lisa Jakub (11)

Georgia, 1930s. The Hillyer family takes Rose in as a housekeeper.
She appears to be a great male sexual attraction, and although the
father of the family manages to fend off her advances, he soon grows
tired of her near-nymphomania. Lisa plays the family's daughter.
YGW-rating 1.5

* Saturday, 20.45, SBS6: Return to the blue lagoon (1991, USA) - Milla
Jovovich (15), Courtney Phillips (8c8)

A widow and two children are shipwrecked on an island. Some years
later the widow dies, and the movie follows the children as they
enter puberty, become lovers and discover sexuality. YGW-rating 4!

http://209.75.210.235/lobby/indexes/rbl.html

*Sunday, 15.05, ARD: A far off place (1993, USA) - Reese Witherspoon
(16c13)

A teenage boy and girl's parents are all murdered by ivory poachers.
They flee into the Kalahari desert, where a Bushman teaches them how
to survive and helps them find their way back through the desert.

*Sunday, 23.25, Nederland 3: N'enette et Boni (1996, France) - Alice
Houri (c15)

N'enette and Boni are sister and brother, but have lived separately
since their parents divorced. But when N'enette flees from boarding
school, she goes to her brother, who at first is quite reluctant to
take her, as he has enough problems of his own. But N'enette has
problems too, the largest being an unwanted pregnancy.

*Monday, 21.40, BRT1: The Coca-Cola kid (1985, Australia) - Rebecca
Smart (5)

A man tries to sell Coca-cola in a part of Australia where no coke
is sold. Rebecca is the daughter of his love interest. YGW-rating 2.5!

*Friday, 20.30, RTL5: Uncle Buck (1989, USA) - Gaby Hoffman (c5), Jean
Kelly (15c15)

Uncle Buck is not the ideal person to have for a babysit. But when
you can't get somebody else... Through a number of problems and
adventures, Buck and the children realize that they like, if not love,
each other.

--

Possible interest:

* Saturday, 22.00, ZDF: Klippen des Todes (1993, Germany) - Stefanie
 Janke

A man's girlfriend grows jealous when he wants to spend all Sundays
with his daughter and not with her.

--

And, 'PK1', any chance of the Young Girl Watchers' pages returning
anytime soon?

'Andre'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Bandersnatch' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

UK TV Notes:

Saturday 13 June, 10.30pm - 11.35pm BBC2 (Videoplus 7373706, PDC 672394)

THE FEAR OF GOD: 25 YEARS OF THE EXORCIST. A documentary for fans of the 
film (or Linda Blair). I don't know what this will be like; in a similar 
feature on BBC Radio 4 a few months ago they managed to omit all mention 
of the sexual aspects. *NOT* followed by a showing of the film :(

Friday 19 June, 2.10am - 4.25am Channel 5 (i.e. early Saturday 
Morning)(Videoplus 19970391)

THE BAD SEED (US 1956, dir. Mervyn LeRoy) Patty McCormack is chillingly 
convincing as the evil 10-year-old murderess, Rhoda Penmark, in this 
classic B&W film adapted from the stage play in which she also starred 
(she received an Oscar nomination). The crazy gardener LeRoy (Henry 
Jones) realises too late he is outsmarted by the young lady with the 
cold exterior. James Kincaid discusses the film in his 1992 book 'Child 
Loving', mentioning the worm's eye-view up Patty's skirt and the 
gratuitous spanking at the end. (McCormack later played an evil grown-up 
in 'Mommy.') - Sir A.J.

'Bandersnatch'
-----------------------------------------------------------------



'Girl Pleaser' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

Hi. I have a question for 'n.s. aristoff'.

I am a young man with an interest toward a career working with
children. Maybe I will want to be a teacher, maybe a pediatric nurse,
maybe a camp counselor. I haven't really decided. The problem is I was
arrested a few years ago accused of having sex with a young teenage
girl. The charges were dropped. Nevertheless, the FBI now has my
fingerprints on file. How badly could this interfere with me getting 
a job working with children? What if I were to move to another 
state? Is there anything I can do? I would appreciate any advice 
that you might have!!!

'Girl Pleaser'
---------------------------------------------------------------



'The Corman'
---------------------------------------------------------------

'Corman' here,

Hope everyone is well.  I watched _The Annunciation_ last night.  Wow, 
I think I am in love.  Eve was beautiful.  I found the whole idea 
of a movie totally acted out by children refreshing.  So many 
beautiful faces and plenty of skin.  Loved it.  Gave it four stars.

I wanted to thank 'Sihme' for his response to my query about Bilitis.  
No, I have not seen the movie and yes, I have heard that it is an 
incredibly bad film with a 'much too old and much too ugly' Bilitis 
as the lead.  However, I must admit that my desire to watch it is 
not for cinematic appeal.  I have seen vidcaps and .avi files 
related to the movie and some of the co-stars look quite young and 
beautiful.  I am glad we share a fondness of the movie Laura.  I 
think Dawn Dunlap was beautiful in the role.  So slight and pretty.  
Tiny breasts and about 12 strands of pubic hair.  The slow motion 
dance scene nearly gave me a coronary.  Too bad she grew up.  I saw 
an easily forgettable sci-fi movie she did a few years later with 
a nude scene in it.  Her breasts were flabby and her hips had 
exploded.  She tried to look innocent by biting her thump like 
she did in Laura.  It was repulsive.  What a shame.  Glad I 
taped _Laura_.  Thanks again, 'Sihme'.

O.K., that is it folks.  Be good.

'The Corman'
------------------------------------------------------------------


'Blue Coyote' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------

Hi, friends and comrades.  (I think of all of you as both 
friends and comrades.)

As most of you know, I became the online friend of an eleven-year-old whom I
called Isis.  Her mother told me not to contact her any more, and I was
depressed.  But Isis found a way to get around that by chatting with me at
her father's house.  So we began chatting again.  Isis and I delighted
ourselves in poetry and other friendly chat.  I never solicited sex from her
or anything.  I never even wanted to have sex with her or anything like that.
She couldn't have been safer, and I couldn't have been happier.  All was well
until today.

Isis's mother impersonated Isis and began chatting with me.  Then she started
with all this I-thought-I-told-you-never-to-contact-my-daughter stuff.  She
called me a child-molestor, and that's when I did the most selfish and
idiotic thing.  I called Isis's mother a child-beater, making her aware that I
knew she was abusing her daughter.

So now Isis is in danger, and it's all my fault.  Isis's mother says she is
going to call the authorities.  I'm not sure what charges she could bring
against me, but part of me hopes someone comes along and puts me away
forever.  I'm the lowest piece of shit on the planet.

I don't know why I wrote this letter.  I guess it's to get my feelings out.
I guess I'm trying to say I'm sorry to child-lovers and children everywhere.
But it kills me that I can't say it to the one who matters most.

'Blue Coyote'
--------------------------------------------------------------------------



'Deep 13' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

Hello everyone,

First I wanted to thank all who sent in suggestions of songs to 
include on the cover album of girl-love songs. I am now in the 
programming/recording process, and am looking at an October 
release date. 

Please visit the web page members.aol.com/Mads13/index.html
for updates, band info, and, finally, a sound clip.  More will 
be added, but it should give you an idea of the type of music it
will be. I can say it seemed to get more aggressive and angry 
the more I got into it, but I guess it's because I've gotten
more and more pissed off as I thought about our society's views 
on GL. Anyway, feel free to post or email comments, questions... 
the usual, regarding the album, which is actually going to be an 
EP.

Thanks again,

'Deep13'
---------------------------------------------------------------



'Paddington' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------

Silence everywhere. HUHH! Is there anybody out there?
I'm alone ? The last uncatched pedophile? 
HUHUUUUUHHHHH !!!!

Silence. I'll be silent also.

'Paddington', hiding himself under his hat ...
----------------------------------------------------------------



'Sanctuary' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------

Some good news:

My daughter brought a new friend home today. Actually,
she has played at her house before but she has never
been over here. My daughter stopped going over there
because it became obvious that the girl's father doesn't
like children (poor J...). She had a good time today and
wants to come back :-) I didn't get to play with her today
but maybe next time. My daughter said I was welcome.

--

I just had a conversation with my new neighbor and he said
that he was keeping his children away from me because he
and his wife were molested by relatives as children and I am
too friendly.

I was playing the guitar and talking to the neighbor girl through
the window. She and her sister were enjoying the music and
we were talking but I found out that the father found out I was
talking to them and is now putting bars up on his window.

This all stems from a rumor that was perpetuated by some 
neighbors (since moved) across the street that I was looking 
at them through binoculars. I don't even own binoculars but
the rumor has spread to several households :-( I have managed
to make a few friends but it has been hard.

I asked the father to please not blame me for someone else's
sick behavior and to please not train his children to be fearful
but he said that he couldn't help it and didn't intend to change.
I gave him my 'stranger speech', namely, that even our best
friends were strangers at one time but he said that they don't
make friends easily. 

Too bad really because I am going to be here for a long time.

--

I am getting so tired of putting up with this oppression.

I was at the park playing with the children I met a few
weeks ago and the director starts pulling children aside
and telling them not to play with me. I see this happening
and talk to the director about it but he says he is just
trying to protect the children. I tried to convince him that
everyone is having a good time but he thought it best that I 
leave. I guess that's another park I have to avoid :-(

All was not a total loss, though. I went to the school
playground (where I met that oriental girl earlier) intending 
to sit quietly and work on my journal (since there have been 
sporting events there the last few weeks) but noticed a group 
of girls sitting with this man. He looked like he was flirting 
with a couple of the girls and it turned out to be the uncle 
of the oriental girl. He came over and said hello and then we 
ALL played until dark. I suspect that he may at least be a 
sympathizer because he agreed when I mentioned that maybe I 
needed a uniform so the girls would chase me like they were 
chasing a boy wearing the uniform of a national boys organization.
He also commented on how many girls there were when I seemed 
divided as to which of two groups to join when they split along 
age lines. I chose the younger group :-)

I had another good experience today, too. My daughter brought 
J... over again today and we played together. We all had fun. 
We swung on the swing, climbed the tree, and had water fights. 
She said she liked it. She doesn't have too many people to play 
with so I'm glad she feels comfortable at our house.

'Sanctuary'
----------------------------------------------------------------



'Voyeur' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

Hello all. I was true to my word and have not read a posting to 
the list since May 1, so if you said something I should have 
replied to, bad luck ... or I'm sorry ... or whatever.

I was not going to post again, but I received an email from a young 
friend which I want to share with you all. This is a genuine cry for 
help from a 14 yo girl:

>I've known this guy (he is a friend of the family) since I was
>10. Our relationship was just as friends and we would have fun 
>just by being friends. One halloween I was made up like a maid 
>and that really turned him on and changed our relationship.
>Since then I have found out alot about him. He likes to wear 
>womens clothes(dresses&skirts)and wants to wear mine as soon as 
>he can fit into them because I am smaller than him now.I was able 
>to deal with this because it is nothing new but just recently he 
>has been hinting to sleeping with him and I am really scared.
>I don't want to. He is an x marine and very strong and very 
>persuasive. My parents don't know anything about what he says or 
>does to me. 3 Days ago he came over and when we were in the room 
>alone together on the computer he was rubbing my leg and I just 
>froze. Finally when someone came in he stopped and I left to the 
>other room. I know this doesn't seem really bad but it is. I was 
>molested and possibly raped when I was 4 so this brings back some 
>bad memories. My parents don't know about that either. Everytime I 
>wear something that is aven a little revealing he gets all horny 
>and wierd. I do have a nice body and I am smart and that just makes
>it worse for me.He found that maids outfit I wore and told me he 
>thinks I would look hot in that and if I would put it on for him. 
>I didn't. He was also telling me alot of the things he would like 
>to do to me and I don't like any of it but I don't know how to 
>tell him so. I like the attention( I don't get any from my family)
>so I play along but i don't want to play along anymore but I think
>I'm in to deep to quit.He said I could have him tied up and chained
>24 hours a day if I wanted to and thats what he wants to do to me.
>I'm sorry this is so long but I really need some help. Anything you
>can tell me would be great.

I'm not sure why I felt compelled to forward this message, but I did 
and I would be interested in any comments, especially other suggestions 
of what to say to this girl. I am torn between my feelings for the 
pain/fear she is going through, and the probability that in the 
same situation I might be the aggressor.

'Voyeur'
----------------------------------------------------------------



'Cipolin' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------

I wrote and 'Quilty' responded:
>>ROULA, GERMAN, 1996/7? (dir: Martin Enlen)
>>
>>Interestingly, the paedophile is presented by the
>>film as relying heavily on his own photography as
>>a means of expressing his desire, although he gets
>>his subjects to adopt cheesy glamour poses for
>>him, which is a little unrealistic.

>Cipolin, thanks for contributing. However, this
>sentence
>bothers me. Personally, photography is a major outlet
>for
>my paedophile desires. (I try to be as inconspicious
>as
>possible when going to parades and dance recitals so I

>can get quite close to very attractive young girls
>that
>I would have no means of approaching otherwise.) Also,

>as far as I can glean from the various newgroups,
>paedophile
>photographers (excluding myself) seem intent on
>recreating
>adult erotic poses in their work and some young girls
>seem even more expert than their older sisters at
>delivering
>the goods uncoaxed.

Yes, 'Quilty', I agree wholeheartedly with your
sentiments here, which is why I wrote in my previous
post that I thought it was unrealistic.  I also find
that photography is a great outlet for paedophile
desires, however I also use photography for every
aspect of my life as a means of expression.  I've never
coaxed girls into any particular poses, and I can't
understand those that do - to me the most natural poses
are the best.  I agree with your comments on some of
the images to be found on usenet: if a photographer is
going to ask his girl model to adopt a "glamour" pose
he/she might just as well take a photograph of an adult,
the good it does.  All it does is inscribe a child into
an adult role which is so much less attractive than the
child's character in the first place.

For my own part, photography (of young girls) helps to
record a good moment (if it is a girl that you know)
and lets you recall it later.  However, I have found
that if I keep a camera to my eye the whole time I miss
out on some things, which is why I might have a session
of taking photos, then put the camera down to interact
on a personal level.  Some girls, I have noticed, get
sick of me having a camera trained on them for long
periods of time, and prefer that I just play with them
without the camera intervening between.

I have to say there's nothing quite as thrilling, after
taking the negatives from the developing tank and
examining them in the light, to see a great shot of
someone you love.  In terms of photography, it's
moments like this I live for (it's _almost_ as good as
the real thing!)

Regards,

'Cipolin'
---------------------------------------------------------



'Mouse' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------

I'd like to address an issue that has been discussed here a considerable
bit recently, that being the belief by someone that some people on this
list try to pass off their fantasies as reality. Personally, I can't recall
any instance where I felt that this was being done. I may be somewhat naive
because of not being able to see it as fantasy, as claimed. So I don't
believe that it's going on. I'm probably wrong about this, because the
original poster says he's got documentation of this supposed fact. I know
the poster said that they don't want to post any examples of where this is
being done, for whatever reasons, maybe obvious ones, like not wanting to
embarrass the poster of those examples. I read quite thoroughly every
mailing of asgl-l, especially since I subscribed back in April, or whenever
that was. I don't expect that we'll get any examples to prove this, though.
I'd sure like to have some.

This past Friday I went over to the house of a friend of mine. He has 3
kids, one little girl of about 4 or so, and two slightly older boys. The
girl's name is Jessica. Jessica's a typical 4-year-old, cute, sweet,
lively, silly, and all those other little girl qualities we love so much.

At one time my friend was talking on the phone to a friend of his, which
was perfectly ok by me because I got a chance to be with the kids. We were
in the kitchen because I had asked them to show me where it was so that I
could get myself a drink of water. They, being ever-helpful, showed me
where it was and I got my glass of water. Shortly after this the two boys
went into the living room to watch tv, leaving me alone with precious
Jessica. I stood there making small talk with her for about 5 minutes, the
best 5 minutes I've spent in a long time. It was just me and her alone in
the kitchen. What a wonderful experience that was.

When I got there my friend was on the phone so the kids let me in. Those
are some very affectionate kids, or at least they were then. They all
wanted to hug me, which I let them do. How sweet. Most special, of course,
was little Jessica's hug. I wish I'd have given her a kiss. I hope I'll
have the opportunity to give it to her in the future.

I've also got an opinion on splitting up asgl-l into different parts based
on contents--news, personal stories, political discussions, whatever.
Personally, and I hope most people feel this way, is that it's fine just
the way it is. I say if it ain't broke why fix it?

That's about all I've got to say, except that the other day there were
about 6 or so little girls, all under the age of 7 or 8, with the youngest
being 3. I'm sure one of them was my friend Liz. Two of the little ones, 3
and 5, seem to be living with their dad only, or so it seems to be. They're
not as friendly as Liz is, which is ok. But listening to that many little
girls playing outside is truly a pleasure. I'm lucky in that right outside
my door there is a big, open place that's good for chasing each other and
riding big wheels or bikes. The kids seem to like playing out there. and I
enjoy hearing them.

Bye for now and happy GLing.

'Mouse'
---------------------------------------------------------



'Daveboy' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------

Hi!  I'm a new subscriber (also a member of PLF )

Have been reading these posts for a couple of weeks and 
thought I'd better introduce myself...

I am a 12 year old boy, trapped in the body of an "Old Bloke" 
( 40's!! ) 8-)  I feel the same way about LGs now as I did 
when I WAS 12, and I don't think I'm ever likely to change.

--

'heiden' wrote:
> Neither do I like the idea of being a 'pedophile' because 
> it is a term from the "outside", a label.
> For me, it's just a essential part of my love-system. So it's 
> more a matter of 'who do you fancy' than 'at what age do you 
> fancy'.

That "P" word is now so conflated with "Child Abuser" that I'm even 
begining to believe it myself!! If we HAVE to have a label, I think the 
discritive "Girl-Lover" is far better for us.

There seems to be a lot of wierd stuff posted here, don't know if I'm a 
bit thick or what, but I just can't seem to follow some of the points 
that are made, maybe it's all those chevrons! but there appears to be 
a lot of "knocking" of other peoples views and concepts.

Surely, we are all pretty much in the same boat here aren't we? 

I thought I'd got away from all the " Nitpicking" that goes on in 
the newsgroups :-)

--

'Andrej' wrote:
> Yes, I am afraid, not of myself but of people and of situations in 
> which my behaviour could be questioned. 

And rightly so, we must ALWAYS keep that in mind.

For my part, I grab every oppertunity that crops up and I sometimes 
orchestrate stuff as well... BUT... I always ensure that my friends are 
NEVER aware of the pleasure they are giving me when I get a little 
cuddle etc. Wish I COULD tell them though.. they deserve better.
It's a sad world when we can't even enjoy the company of children 
without feeling guilty.. 8-(

--

'Blue Coyote' wrote:
> I just bought a copy of_The Annotated Lolita_.  I'm still trying to 
> get through the introduction. 

What is this book? I read the book 'Lolita' a few years ago and for 
the first time realised what I was!!.. That guy 'Humbert Humbert' 
expressed it perfectly for me. I can't believe that Naborakov was 
NOT a girl lover, no one could write stuff like that without having 
had first hand experience. 

--

'Beamish' wrote:
> (There are those of you who will not choose to believe it, but it
> happened.) Well, I knew this was nothing but a game to her, and I
> did nothing to push her into any further activity, but I sure as
> hell didn't stop her from doing what she wanted to do either.

Du'no why any of us would choose NOT to believe that...
 
If you'd said that she was begging you to have your wicked way with her, 
it might have been different ;-) 

The happiest moments of MY life are spent in the company of children,  
thanks for sharing that experience.

> Finally, what is becoming of this list when it's members turn on   
> each other or are belligerent to each other. I don't want to name 
> names, you know who you are.
> 
> "If you can't say something nice, don't say anything at all."... 
> and to quote Rodney King... "Can't we all just get along?"

Well said!... I thought it was just ME who'd felt this.

Best wishes,
 
'Daveboy'
---------------------------------------------------------



'sLeepOVER' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------

RE: ASGL-L, 8th June, 1998

Isabel wrote: 
>A million thanks for the song 'Without
>You' of Air Supply!  That's the one I've been looking 
>for!  I didn't know the singers.  I'd love to be able 
>to help you too, but unfortunately I don't know the 
>song you mentioned.

You're welcome, and I'm glad to have been able to help. 
It also looks like 'Desire' found mine for me. :)

A million thanks to you, 'Desire'; that was bugging me 
for the longest time! And thanks for the Y2K advice too. 
I will definitely try to keep it in mind, and keep a 
semi-level head.

--

'Sanctuary' wrote: 
>I have always been open and honest 
>with my children and have given them every opportunity 
>to learn from my experience....I was raised for one 
>year by my grandmother and the church  (for 20 years) 
>to believe that 'deviant' (anything other than 
>heterosexual matrimony for procreation) sexuality was 
>evil and to be abhorred. However, I also knew that I 
>had these feelings....I didn't understand at that time 
>that my feelings could be positive and wonderful. All I 
>had was guilt....

Perhaps in time, I'll work through all this, as you did. 
I still have guilt, but it's impossible to describe it 
in a phrase. Is it guilt I trip on really, or some sort 
of self-imposed prohibition? Or is it rather, a self-i
mposed prohibition caused by guilt?  This ties directly 
into the question 'Desire' asked; "Do you feel that as a 
pedophile you raise them differently?" 

This is a bit complicated. 

Like you 'Sanctuary', I too am very open, honest and as 
straightforward with my children as circumstances allow. 
I also never let a single day go by without telling each 
of them separately, that I love them. And this usually 
happens more than once a day, before one of us leaves 
the home, for example. I also hug and kiss them, and that 
is where the rub comes in.

When my oldest - now preteens - were toddlers, I'd kiss 
them on the lips with never a second thought, same as 
my mate did, and still does. And when hugs were given 
during those years, I'd rub their backs or pat their 
little tushes without a care in the world. Now? Now I'm 
finding myself averting their kisses to my cheek, and 
when hugging, my hands never move from their shoulder 
blades. 

To be plain, it hurts a little. I don't want to be their 
lover. I just want to be their father, their friend too. 
Shit, I can hug my adult friends with more passion/
compassion than my children! And yes, of course I can 
at times, see the oldest as being erotic; they're beautiful 
beings, why wouldn't I? But are these feelings, something 
I'm open to sharing with them? Share something of that 
nature with them? Hell no! (heheh) Let's be realistic. 
They're wonderful kids, but they're kids all the same, 
and no matter what you may want to believe, kids *do* 
talk amongst themselves. And if it's something innocent 
and complimentary to their id, all the moreso.

When these feelings arise, do I act on them? Yes, later, 
by myself, I sometimes do. And yes, afterwards, I feel
guilt for having done that. Not because of my pedophilia, 
but rather because I feel as if I'd used them somehow, as 
if I were lying to them, or at the very least, taking 
advantage of their freedom and security. For example, I
doubt when they're romping through our home in the buff, 
they're trying to arouse anyone; they're simply being 
free, feeling care-free. And when my daughter - who's 
just beginning to blossom - comes to me, either to show 
me how she's developing, or complain about it, (g), I 
doubt she's looking for anything other than a parent's 
comfort.  Sometimes though, I will take those two 
situations, head off to a place of privacy, and arouse 
myself with their images. Is this an understandable 
guilt, do you think, or a self-imposed one? Both? Hell, 
maybe I'm lying to myself, maybe I *do* in fact, want 
to be their lover. Aren't I a real piece of work today? 

'Desire' wrote: 
>Do you feel that as a pedophile you 
>raise them differently?

In my case, maybe I'm not raising them so differently 
as I seem to be raising myself!(g) 

'sLeepOVER'
----------------------------------------------------------------
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'Toddler Spanker' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

Dear GL7,

Hi, I'm the Toddler Spanker. I have been reading some of your later 
experiences with Kim. I can really relate to you, and how you refuse to 
flee the town. I'm kind of stubborn like that. It wouldn't really bother 
me either. I had two girlfriends when I was 15 (I'm now 18) who were 9 
year old identical twins. We were head over heels in love with each 
other. At the time I was living with my sister and they would call me up 
on the phone and say things like "Lets have sex tommorrow" and "Let all 
get married to each other". They would call me so often that my sister's 
husband ripped the phone off the wall in a frenzied rage demanding to 
know who the "kids" were who kept making the "prank phone calls" (often 
someone else would answer the phone, and they would just giggle and hang 
up).

I was open and honest about it. Everyone in the Tenth Grade at school 
knew about it first, then the 11th and 12th graders knew, but no one 
seemed to care. They all knew me and could respect that I was different 
to them. I would be waiting outside the school for the bus and 7 and 8 
year olds mostly, would just walk up and ask "are you really going out 
with ----- and ----- ? How old are you?" I would just reply that I was 
15. They would just say "Oh. Cool." And walk off. 

We were as close as you could get. When the mothers and the head teacher 
found out there was a big stink about it and they sent me back home, 
more than 500 miles away. All I could do was write letters. It was a 
month later before I found out that the mothers would open them, make 
comments here and there, then hand them in to the head teacher. I 
thought they were cowards because I had my name, address and telephone 
number clearly on each letter and on each envelope. But they still went 
behind my back about it. 

Soon a letter from the head teacher came addressed to my parents. I took 
it inside and handed it to mum. She opened it, and I read it at the same 
time. It mentioned how I would write "letters to Grade Three girls with 
sexual over-tones." I was terribly embarrassed and at the time felt I 
had no option but to deny everything, except for the fact that I did 
write to them. 

Mum phoned the school, and spoke to the head teacher. He, the 
headmaster, said that it wasn't much of a big deal, but it caused a bit 
of a stir with a few parents, but he said he did read in to the letter 
sexual overtones. Mum demanded to see the photocopies of all the letters 
I had written to the girls, and they were sent. I was angry and 
embarrassed that my personal letters were being shifted around to all 
these different people in authority, including my own parents. 

I intercepted and took the letters when they arrived in the post. I 
ripped open the envelope and read the letters. All the comments made by 
them had been scribbled off. It was a week later, when I had gotten a 
story straight to tell them, that I gave mum and dad the photocopies. 
To my suprise, dad said he thaught the letters were "lovely". And mum 
agreed with dad that what the headmaster said about sexual overtones was 
"rubbish" and "bullshit". 

Dad phoned the school and threatened legal action (presumably just in 
case they had been spreading the word around that I was a paedophile.)
The headmaster was apparantly visibly shaken, and said that the mothers 
were "a bit paranoid" because one of the girls had been "molested" by 
her father and at that very moment the case was before the courts. 
I also phoned the headmaster myself, a few days later, and he was 
suprisingly friendly, calling me "mate" and telling me to "be careful 
about the types of relationships I develop with children."

All the same, I hung up the phone and felt the most incredible 
loneliness. It swept over me like I was standing alone in the middle of 
a never-ending desert. I knew it was the end of my contact with my 
girlfriends I loved so much, and I would never talk to them or probably 
ever see them again. Ever. 

Two months later I overdosed on Valium (I was also taking Prozac) and 
ended up committed to a mental institution. I was required by Law to 
stay there. I was heartbroken and so depressed that I was misdiagnosed a 
schizophrenic. I was actually so bad that I would walk round like a 
zombie for several days, and wake up not remembering a single thing. 
I was totally lost.

I was to spend the next three years in and out of hospitals. I still 
suffer the heartbreak today, as if my girls were taken away from me just 
yesterday. Sometimes I feel like crying, like I used to every day for 
several hours. All I have now is my university studies to keep me happy. 
I have a bright future academically. At the age of 15 when I was first 
admitted to hospital, just a month or so later, I was enrolled in a 
prestigious University. I knew that it was all I had to live for at the 
time, so I decided to push ahead as best I could. I skipped grades and 
bursted out into the world of academia. Inevitably, sometimes I was so 
depressed that I had to withdraw from [some] units and keep going with 
my usual subjects.  I studied by distance education and worked 
in the hospital high school. Eventually, at 17 after having studied 
part-time for quite a while I dropped out and had another bout 
of major depression as I began looking out on the World as an adult, and 
wondering where the hell I was going and what the hell I was going to 
be.

Now, at 18, I am a little more focussed and enrolled in [engineering
-based course]. I know more or less that I need to be a huge success 
in my chosen field if I am to escape this ugly world and have something 
to look forward to when I wake up each morning. I am about to roll my 
[course with another high-tech one] and have Honours and Degrees falling 
out of my ears. Just a couple of nights ago my father took a call from 
[Mega-Cool!] University. So it looks like things are starting to look up. 
Heavyweight [..] wouldn't bother to call me late-night if there was 
nothing in it for them. They asked for all my details and are going 
to call me again at my college room. 

I am striving for pure excellence (academically) and hoping that I can 
achieve some sort of fame as a scientist or brilliant mathematician or 
doctor. Maybe I'll be a mad Professor. But whatever happens, I will 
punish the world and it's attitudes for what it has done to me in the 
past. Woe Betide them if they even dare to bat an eyelid and start some 
stupid and silly argument with me about paedophilia and start their 
f*cking whinging. 

So, here I am. I refuse to budge and I am here to stay, little girls 
and all! I even have somew contact with children. For once I have 
some respect. I am still, underneath, hurting about my experience 
with the twins, but I know that some day and some how I will more 
or less recover.

I suppose this can be to everyone on ASGL-L as well as 'GL7'. This can 
serve as an introduction to me. 

Hello everyone,

'Toddler Spanker'
------------------------------------------------------------



'Soft_&_Gentle' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------

>> need to see, arrangement can be made, with third party.
>
>No, thank you. I think I'd just get sick... And apart from that,
>I don't want to be responsible for you breaking the law. 
>
>   [ How did that get in?  I guess I must have missed it or
>     I would have cut it out.  'Soft and Gentle', that sounds 
>     like an invitation to "trade pics", and puts you in danger
>     of being slung off the list, in my opinion.  Please 
>     explain. ]

Sorry Ianthe. Never quite thought of it that way, as no way would I 
trade. 

And the offer wasn't for trade either, It was more to make the 
point of... "it is not because you have not seen it that it 
does not happend". 

I have seen stuff, that I quickly got rid of. But this stuff is out 
there, and anyone that want to play Juda can be proven wrong. And no 
I would not be the one to prouve him (Juda)wrong.

Hope this assure you that I am not trading.

--

Hello all, hope your having a great beginning of summer... I do.

Sorry, if I have been absent, I was trying to learn roller skating with my
little cousin and some of the neighbor kids. I had a great time, but with
each pleasant thing a sad one. I am afraid I will miss the public pool
opening in two weeks. I've busted my knee cap.

:-(

That's okay, at least I have something in common with the neighborhood kids
now.

Sasha (ficti name), a cute little Italian girl now 9, has been, fleeing me
for the last two years. Last evening while I was bench and laughing with
other kids (while they were skating), she come and told me all about her
trip to Cuba she is going to in July.

Should have bought those skate a while back. <<sight!!!>>

--

'Ianthe wrote':
>   [ I have to say that the grammar/spelling/punctuation, in
>     some of today's posts, has plunged to a near-unreadable
>     low point.

Humm!!!!! wonder if I am in the bunch.

Personally, I do all my writing in "outlook express", although it has no
grammar checking at the minimal it has spell checking. This is the minimal
I'll do but even then it does not have all the words. You see often I take a
French word an make it English, other time I inventent words. Other time I
know the word, but the sound is so far from the writing.

I guess I doom to take some English class some day.

Outside of our atrocious e-mail, are you having a good summer Ianthe?

Again, a thousand thanks for the newsletter. Take care.

--

'GL7' was writing:
>I finally forced the issue with Kim's mom.
<snip>
>Mom said she would have Kim phone me and tell me she didn't want to see
>me. Well, I've been waiting for over a week and no phone call.

Wow!!!! What a bold move. Like you said you force the issue. Me too knowing
I was safe, I would demand that the so powerful witness come forth. Too
bad there were no witness it could have been consider slander. Although if
the mother decided that you won't have contact with the girl, you won't. She
is after all her legal gardian.

>Apparently Kim is unwilling to go along with her mentally ill mom.

This might be true, but it is not proper to say that someone is mentally
ill. I hope Kim's never heard you calling her mother like that. Here is a
play on word that you can think about ... she's crazy ... she's nuts ...
she's mentally ill. All close, but not the full same meaning.

In my book Jessy mom's had some problem and she was seeking revenge on
Jessy. But Never did I called her mom names or said anything bad about her in
front of Jessy. We might not always agree or understand the way parent are
acting toward their own children and their friends, but we must respect
their wishes. After all their the one that will stay behind after we move
toward other things.

There is something else you may want to consider ... What if Kim believes
you abandon her.

Here is an example, and think of possible scenario. My daughter was 4 -5 at
the time. This was shortly after the divorced was sanctioned and my ex had
moved to the other end of the country.  I used to call y daughter each
Sunday at noon.

At one time I was sent to the USA, and I did not have my wallet with me. The
aircraft recovery which was supposed to be a quick return trip turned to a
nightmare. No calling card, no one at home to take the 3rd party connection,
and my ex refusing the collect call I did not get to speak with my daughter
on Sunday. I return late on Tuesday, and with the time difference I knew that
my little angel was sleeping.

Wendsday when I got to speak with her, the first thing she said was ...
"Daddy you don't love me anymore".

This broke my heart and when I asked her why she taught that, her reply was
because I did not call on Jesus day. Her mother had not mention to her that
I tried to call and that she refused to pay for it. She just knew I did not
call.

You see to her being apart from me, the few steady links we had were real
important.

No one can say how kids think, I just know they think differently the
grown-up. You really don't know what Kim has been told (or not told) and
further more since you have no contact you don't know how she feels or think
about the separation. For now all we know she has to live with a separation
and we can only guess she would have trouble living it. Another possible way
of her dealing with the separation is to exclude you out of her life, and
possibly not wanting to talk to you.

All I see is that your having a difficult time dealing with a separation
imposed with you. I don't know kim and how she deal with the world, but be
careful it is easy to put our thought on the one we love instead of seeing
their real thought. You have no way to control what is being imposed upon
you. Is their a way to accept and deal with the situation instead of getting
angry. You only can sit down, think and know.

>Mom
>apparently thinks that there is something unnatural or unhealthy about
>the relationship between Kim and me, but neither she nor anyone else has
>ever accused us of doing anything improper.

To them, it is like you said... UNNATURAL.

This is something we must accept and live with, we are not like others and
our behavior threaten the natural way of things.

You don't need to be accused to be guilty. An assumption and a doubt well
place is enough to make you guilty. The law may say "innocent until proven
guilty", but in today's society for sex crime your "guilty until proven
innocent". Plus, people don't need proof, only a doubt will suffice. This is
the reality... This man can be dangerous ... so that means he is dangerous.

>Mom was even upset because I sent Kim a birthday card and an Easter
>card. (Wow! - real child abuse! HUH? I wonder how many years in a
>maximum security prison I'll get for that felony!)

It is not a crime, but you must respect the parent whishes. After all 
Kim is eight and her parents are the legal gardians.

Like someone put in a reply on the 7th, if your obsession get out of hand you
may well go
to jail for some type of felony.  This afternoon I was reading the letter of the
6th, and
I got the same feeling of 'sleepover', you really need to take one step back and
look at
things.

Don't get me wrong, I would like for things to work with Kim, but her mom might
have felt
your obsession and was scare, and her best action was to keep you away from her
daughter.
Nothing wrong if that is her reaction.
 
>Just yesterday I was in a department store and saw a little girl
>playing on the floor, I kept looking at her just to get a glimpse of her
>panties while a woman was staring at me, probably the first time in my
>life that I was unable to conceal what I was doing. 
 
I have mixed feelings here. On one hand, I say you got to learn how to watch
without
watching. On the other hand if people noticed you easy is it because you are
adopting an
obsessive posture.
 
>Perhaps little girls are "super feminine." I don't know. They just
>have a certain quality that's hard to define - a quality that they all
>lose when they grow up, which is life's greatest tragedy.
 
I too believe this and would like to define it, for me I find girls have a
smell, touch,
taste and mannerism that is exciting, but many say I am crazy. And these vanish
after
puberty and is replace with reasoning and mind games.
 
Hope you find some answer to all your questions.

--
 
'Desire' wrotes:
>And as I'm in an asking mood anyway, how secure is ICQ regarding
>anonymity? If someone starts a new ICQ with a HotMail email address,
>can people trace the 'real' ICQ number and/or email address from
>it?

It is NOT secure at all. First when you connect, your IP is register and if 
user look at you stats he will see your current IP.

--
 
'Paddington' writes:
>I'm glad to have the opportunity to
>answer your questions, they brought me to much more
>'think-about' than I have always had. 
 
;-}
 
Sorry about forcing you to do brain storm. I guess I have an inquisive mind and
my
questions often raise another one, at any time your free not to answer and tell
me to mind
my own business if I get too nosy.
 
Here is a few line you reply, they are no more in sequence and will addressed
them all in
one reply.
 
>No, this is 'extortion by means of force', as my dictionary says,
>and will instantly destroy the trust between me and my girl.

>It was my first explanation, that I love her, no matter what she
>decides to do / let me do in our relation and also and especially
>in the sexual part of it. Her body is her body, not some kind of
>property of an adult - so only she has to decide about it (few
>exceptions - 

>No, she has not spoken about. But it is an steadily
>behaviour of her to hug, kiss, climb on my or other adults
>clothing, ask for massaging and so on. Sometimes it is for teasing,
>sometimes as an expression of a need of physical contact (and
>if it is for teasing, it _can_ make a stone angry). 
 
>She has a room for herself, and
>the bed in this room is more or less 'tabu' for me (because I think
>it has to be a kind of escape to her), 
 
>No, but you seems to see to much behind our 'loving relationship'.
>I love her, as a person and as a wonderful and sometimes sexy child,
>she seems to love me (never clearly expressed) as a father, which
>have, among other more 'normal' feelings, this special feeling toward
>her body. This makes me an father, which is mostly patient with her,
>who likes it to caress and massage her not as duty and who have
>expressed some special wishes. Some of them for her pleasure, some
>of them for my, but always her deciding. Last time she uses her
>knowings more as teasing, may be it will change again.

Thanks for being patient with me. The reason why I seems to dig or look 
behind, is simple and complexed. 
 
A while back you said that you wanted to stop the relation because you felt that
your
daughter had no choice, no place to escape and that you had the feeling that she
may not
have accepted this situation willingly.
 
I have an open communication with your daughter and she seems to understand your
concern.
You offer he many way to step out of the relation which she seems to refuse to
take.
 
Then my question remains ... why you have the feeling why your daughter is not
willingly
and freely accepting this relation.
 
>No, she wants to be caressed, not to caress me (in every
>meaning). The only thing she wants to do is 'social body care'
>and so she looks for my pimples ... (hooo, how unappatizing !)
 
Hooo!!! Okay can't say it too loud. Jessy mother had that habit too, she like to
rub my
shoulder and pick the black heads. Jessy like to do it too, followed after her
mother. The
other thing she liked to do after she brush my hair (I like getting my hair
brushed) was
to comb my pubic hair.

>Yes, I'm her dad if someone can see us, in all public cases
>and if her girl-friends are around her. I'm the person which
>she can 'use' to do un-normal things if we are alone. If nobody
>others my wife has shown was may be inappropriate (sitting on my
>knees in the bathtub, in-bed-fightings <too loud> ...)

This is another thing that let me believe that your daughter know what she wants
and that
she accept the relation as it is. If she can make the difference where it is
proper and
where it not, where your is dad and where your is lover, then sound to me like
she control
pretty much her destiny.
 
>>Treats you... you mean like a gift or like a punition?
>
>She arouses me, give me a minute of hope and... refuse. She knows,
>how to do. I have to manage the rest alone.

Ooh!!! goodie, what a little tease. I bet you like that too... 
well I would.  :-p
 
You take care my friend.

--
 
'St. Nicholas de Myra' wrotes:
>emptied out my tray in the garbage the little girl began to watch me with
>her conscious eyes as if she were afraid of me. To reassure her,I smiled
>at her. The precious little beauty smiled at me back.
>
>The euphoric effect of that exchange still has me feeling all warm and
>fuzzy inside. 
 
True, how euphoric is the smile is of a little girl.

There is something magic in having a little girl return your attention even if
it is a
small as smiling back. I guess it is some sort of feeling that she accepted our
attention
and in some way letting us in her life. Off course this is not true, but we all
believe
that the smile is a signal to will you be my friend and play with me. 
 
Isn't it funny that something as natural as smiling back get some fancy meaning
behind it.
 
Forgive me just a random thought.

--
 
'The Pretender' wrotes:
>Now based on your story, this would be close to 20 years ago.
>(statistics on 'childhood sexuality and awareness' state that in that
>time kids had not heard that type of language until around the age of
>8 or 9 years old at the earliest.  I'm not saying that kids don't
>experiment, they do, but they will often use words like 'wee-wee',
>'pee-pee' or sometimes just say 'down there') So even though the
>actual likelihood of this language occurring is next to nil, let's
>assume this was spoken in that fashion.

There is one thing I don't agree her is the fact that your saying because this
guy is not
using the word that he knew 20 years ago, that he used  the word he knows today
that his
story is not true. Isn't that reasoning splitting hairs in two.
 
>Here of course you know that actual climax is impossible at this age
>of development.  
 
One of our resident lady has replied about this. I tried to locate where I saw
it in the
latest newsletter but was unable to do so.
 
I think here that you need to express your definition of climax. If to you like
more
obvious on boy, that boy climax when they ejaculate, in these case what do you
do about
dry ejaculation. Personally I believe it has nothing to do with ejaculation or
getting
wet, it is a physiological change, to me it express it self with dysiness and
heavy sweet
down my spine. 
 
>Yes, there are sensations, but due to the young age
>they are unable to 'focus' these sensations in the way an post
>pubecent person can to achieve climax.  
 
Ah!! I thought climax was just something you reach if all the circumstance were
proper.
 
>This is why you often see kids
>who will 'rub' themselves openly, on a continuous basis, for a long
>period of time.  There is no 'climax' to reach, and the child just
>knows that it 'feels good' and so they do it.
 
Then how do you explain adult woman (or man) that never reach orgasm. 
 
Well guess that the comprehension of climax is personal to each individual. I
Remember Kim
to violently shiver, if I hit the right spot. I like to believe it is her way to
climax at
that age (4). Then your free to believe something else. My self I will listen to
the
participating woman in the group to tell me when they feel what they think it
was their
first climax.

--
 
'Sanctuary' wrotes:
>OK. fine. I'll use PGP for ASGL, too :-) I thought text speech was
>still being kept alive in the US but maybe I was wrong ;-) Ianthe,
>what do you think; shall I encrypt email to you?
 
What amaze me is the fact that people feel like PGP will protect them 
from the big evil law enforcement officer. 
 
I will raise one question:  
 
Why do you think this version is allowed for exportation and this one not.
 
   [ That's why the no-export commercial USA version of 5.5 was 
     exported illegally by cyperpunks in November, and is now 
     spread all over the world's ftp servers :)  ]

Actually here is another:
 
Do you think law enforcement do not have the tools to decrypt those low end
encryption
software. After all doesn't the secrecy agency makes it their job to brake other
country
secret messages. Would PGP be a real challenge to them.

    [ Yes, if it has a strong pass-phrase rather than just a password.
      If you secure-wipe your only copy of your private key, even the
      pass-phrase is rendered useless. ]

--
 
'Sanctuary' wrote:
>And you ARE a help. Please keep posting. I appreciate
>every post you make because I like to know people who
>are happy with their sexuality :-)

Your comments are also appreciated.

--

'Paddington' wrotes:
>I agree. The interesting question is (in my eyes) if there is a
>reason for being pedophile - and I'm mistrustful about biological
>/ evolutionary theories. We are not so far away from other
>primates, but I haven't seen much about pedophile gorillas ...

ROTFL .... I have a live picture of the "clan of the cave bear" in mind.
 
>There have been some people
>who have expressed, more or less detailed, that they have
>had a childhood which may have hindered a proper/normal
>socialisation, independent from their economic settings.
 
Can you say that in one breath?  ;-}
 
Again ... "proper" and "normal" comes to haunt us and no one can agree with the
true
meaning of the words.

But something new ... it is added to "socialization", isn't it true that 
sexuality is part of social conportment.

>_If_ they are
>interested in ASGL-L I see no big deal for them to catch us,
 
Guess this bring to mind ... "where there is a will there is a way".

--
 
'Paddington' wrotes:
>I'm sad. Reading my last postings again I can't avoid
>the feeling that _I_ have seen to much of a bidirectional
>(sexual) relation with my girl and I'm now more suspicious
>about her ability to consent freely (especially at the
>starting time). 
 
Again my friend, no where do I see this.
 
>I have the feeling that she is now much
>more power-equal to me then two years before, and so she can
>now negate what she may have accepted before. 
 
I am afraid that yes she is getting to be an equal in that special relation, but
not to
negate ... to get what she wants
 
>Enough, enough,
>, utterly confused ... (where is this hat ??)
 
My friend sound to me your having problem with the relation and without your
daughter to
rest your mind by speaking hers, you would have little choice but to run away
from the
situation and to terminate it. 
 
Right now, it seems the only solution you would find peace with.

--
 
To all the other I wish you a good summer.
 
Love 'Soft_&_Gentle'
------------------------------------------------------------------



'The Pretender' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------

>'Sunstorm' wrote:
>>'The Pretender' wrote:
>>Here of course you know that actual climax is impossible at this 
>>age (5) of development.
>
>Let's have a reality check here.
>
>Floyd Martinson reports in the book : _The Sexual Life of Children_, 
>the following:
>
>"Kinsey et al. (1948) reported that orgasm is not rare among 
>children, both boys and girls, and has been observed in boys 
>of every age from five months on and in an infant girl of 
>four months."

One problem Sunstorm.  The answers are NOT relevant or verifiable. 
You see, the Kinsey reports, were the first large scale attempt to
study sexual behavior.  This study was done by INTERVIEWING people,
and asking them questions about sexual behaviors.  The base foundation
of the report is sound.  It does provide a good insight into sexual
behavior.  However, this report is based on OPINIONS, OBSERVATIONS,
and PERCEPTIONS!  It is basically a survey of individuals, a poll.

By the way, Kinsey was a professor of ZOOLOGY at the University of
Indiana when the reports were prepared.

Here is some 'reality' for you to 'check'...

>The Kinsey reports, Sexual Behavior in the Human Male (1948) by 
>Alfred C. Kinsey, Wardell B. Pomeroy, and Clyde E. Martin, and Sexual
>Behavior in the Human Female (1953) by the same authors and Paul H.
>Gebhard, were the first large-scale empirical studies of sexual
>behavior. The Kinsey investigators questioned 5,300 white males and
>5,490 white females from many different backgrounds about sexual
>behavior such as the frequency of masturbation, petting, marital and
>extra-marital intercourse, oral sex, and female orgasm. The
>researchers met with considerable harassment, such as police
>interference and attempts to stop the study or prevent publication of
>its findings. Once the reports were published, controversy did not
>abate. Today, however, the Kinsey reports are not only respected for
>breaking new ground in sex research, but are considered authoritative
>in most of their findings. Kinsey was a professor of zoology at the
>University of Indiana when the reports were prepared, and sex
>research is still conducted at the university's Institute for Sex
>Research, Inc., in Bloomington. Kinsey died in 1956. 
>
>
>Bibliography: Christenson, Cornelia V., Kinsey: A Biography (1971); 
>Robinson, Paul, The Modernization of Sex: Havelock Ellis, Alfred
>Kinsey, William Masters and Virginia Johnson (1976). 

Now in REALITY, the human body just doesn't work that way.  We can
wish it all we want, it doesn't make it so.  Now if we move to Masters
and Johnson, we get MUCH more reliable results.  The key studies in
question were as described below...

>Gynecologist William Howell Masters, b. Cleveland, Ohio, Dec. 27,
>1915, and his psychologist colleague Virginia Eshelman Johnson, b.
>Springfield, Mo., Feb. 11, 1925, developed polygraphlike instruments
>to measure human sexual response in the laboratory.  They wrote three
>pioneering reports of their findings which became a basis for
>reevaluating sexual responses of women and of homosexuals.  Human
>Sexual Response (1966) described the physiological responses during
>four phases of erotic arousal for males and females.  Human Sexual
>Inadequacy (1970) concerned the treatment of sexual problems such as
>impotence, premature ejaculation, and frigidity.  Homosexuality in
>Perspective (1979) described the sexual responses of gay men and
>lesbians.  
>
>Bibliography:  Robinson, Paul, The Modernization of Sex: Havelock
>Ellis, Alfred Kinsey, William Masters and Virginia Johnson (1976; 
>repr. 1988). 

The first report titled "Human Sexual Response" would be a far better
place to look for this type of material to reference.  I can start
quoting it, but this is not the point.  The Kinsey reports are not
reliable for studies involving children, since it relies on the 'human
eye' and 'human mind' to speculate on what they THINK was an orgasm.  

Let's not forget that fifty years ago, there were girls passing
puberty who were told that masturbation was 'evil' and disgusting.

Of course, this was before men knew about women who 'faked' having
orgasms!  

No, I'm sorry, but my statement stands.  I'm dealing with _real_
medical and psychological studies done by skilled professionals, and
not interviews by people who were learning as they went along.

Kinsey, as well as Masters & Johnson, played an important role in
developing research into sexual behavior.  However, this was just the
beginning of it.

Try looking for more recent references to use in this regard.  I think
you'll find that there is a marked difference in many of the details.

Till next time,

'The Pretender'
-----------------------------------------------------------------



'n.s. aristoff' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

'Cipolin' wrote about a film:
> >Interestingly, the paedophile is presented by the
> >film as relying heavily on his own photography as
> >a means of expressing his desire, although he gets
> >his subjects to adopt cheesy glamour poses for
> >him, which is a little unrealistic.
> 
> Also
> as far as I can glean from the various newgroups, paedophile
> photographers (excluding myself) seem intent on recreating
> adult erotic poses in their work and some young girls
> seem even more expert than their older sisters at delivering
> the goods uncoaxed.

Yeesh - Cipolin - I guess you haven't spent time looking at much
paedo-erotica: 'Petites Cheries' (Gerard Ricalen), 'Petites Stars' 
(J-P de Beaufils), Barry Pringle and Jacques Bourboulon are a few of 
the famous ones; there are hundreds less famous whose works get posted/
pirated on usenet newsgroups on a regular basis, and whose works 
get published in Japan.  Unrealistic?  Put a little girl in front
of a camera and if she DOESN'T adopt a cheesy pose, there's probably
something wrong with her. I constantly have to ASK girls NOT to pose
like they're going to be in Penthouse.  I don't think that the need to
be coaxed to do this at all.  In fact, I think that the adopting of some
such poses may even not be a matter of "socialization" but rather the
evolution of human sexuality.  In the realm of human sexuality, females
display themselves physically to males in order to attract them; males
sniff around them and round around like dogs.  Duh.  Why should it be
surprising to find that female display behavior has become encoded in
human genes?  It appears to be in every other species.  Have feminists
got everyone mixed up, or what.

'DonCloe' wrote:
> Like a pendulum swings, so can emotions.  

In the 1860s through the end of the last century, there was a "similar"
hysteria over child-sex, but it wasn't aimed at pedophilia at all, but
men in general and their supposed depradations of underage girls (the
[heterosexual] age of consent [for marriage/intercourse(?)] was 12 
in 1863 in the UK, adjusted upward to 16 in 1885).  Cultural purity 
feminists and religious evangelists joined forces in this crusade to 
"protect" young girls from sex.  In the 1920s and 30s, the spectre of the 
dirty-old-man-in-a-raincoat -- an image actually invented by J. Edgar 
Hoover -- swept America. 

   [ Interesting that Hoover has now been exposed as having
     a cross-dressing fetish and gay affairs, I think ?  Can 
     anyone confirm ? ]

You can see all kinds of lurid "warning" films from the 30s about 
"good girls" who are baby-sitting and innocently open the door one 
night and bam! a sex pervert gets them.  In the late 70s, growing out 
of the anti-rape movement, the child sexual abuse movement and the 
witchhunt mentality took shape.  The rest all of you are only too 
painfully aware.  I trace the date of the hysteria to 1975, when 
Anita Bryant, Judianne Densen-Gerber and a few others really began 
their work.  This has been going on for two decades.

Whether these are "swings" of a pendulum is difficult to argue.  The
core issues appear to be the same, but what did the pendulum "swing
back" to?  Periods in which there was simply LESS of an hysteria, in
which underage sex and paedophilia weren't tolerated, but then all that
happened was that someone got probation, or went to jail for a few
years, or had a shotgun aimed at them.  So the pendulum seems not to
make a full swing at any time.  The only exception I can think of is the
brief attempt by self-identified paedophiles and sexual liberals in the
Netherlands and Denmark to "tolerate" the idea of paedophilia, if not
necessarily the actual doings of paedophiles.  

   [ And Sweden I think -  I once saw a tv documentary in which someone
     in the Swedish scouts defended their policy of allowing celibate
     paedophiles to be scoutmasters - they distinguished between 
     thoughts and actions, sensibly. ]

But here too, there was no society-wide "tolerance," just a lack of 
INtolerance.  So I guess the swing of the pendulum is one from utter 
intolerance to a lack if intolerance.  Okay, I s'pose I can accept that.

So what you're hoping for is a period of less intolerance - that's
certainly what we see from mainstream sources who are arguing that there
should be less intolerance.  The problem is that intolerance promotes
injustice - innocent people get hurt. I haven't seen anyone say that
actual sex, fondling, or photographing of children in sexual poses
should be tolerated, though.  And I certainly haven't seen any plea to
let self-identified paedophiles organize themselves into cells.

What I'm saying is that those who are calling for less intolerance are
asking for very little.  Why the witch-hunt mentality is not likely to
abate anytime soon has to do with a variety of cultural and economic
factors which no one is doing anything to change.  I won't get into it
here (unless you want me to) -- I've written about it enough before.  I
see only two alternatives in the meantime: (a) duck-n-cover, or (b)
engage in "cultural terrorism".

-- 

'Sunstorm' wrote:
> 'The Pretender' wrote:
> 
> >Here of course you know that actual climax is impossible at this age (5)
> >of development.
 
Plenty of sex researchers and parents have seen their toddlers
experience orgasm.  I'm SURE plenty of paedophiles are aware of this
too.

--
 
'Sanctuary' wrote: 
> I found this wonderful definition in a book. I think you
> will all be encouraged:
> 
> _The Study of Intergenerational Intimacy in North America: Beyond
> Politics and Pedophilia_.  Gerald P. Jones PhD...
> 
> "Intergenerational intimacy" ... includes all non-coercive, two-way
> interactions in which a physically mature adult and a pre-adult in
> mid-adolescence or younger share interests, communicate with
> and trust each other, share responsibility for and power in the
> relationship, spend time together, and feel mutually fond of one
> another. Sexual contact is not assumed in this definition of
> intimacy, and if present, is regarded as adjunct rather than
> essential. By the same token, intergenerational sexual contact
> alone does not constitute an intimate relationship - though a
> sex-only relationship is not automatically assumed to be abuse,
> either.

Gerry Jones has been writing about this subject for many years.  He was
the target of quite a bit of witch-hunt activity back in the late 70s
and early 80s when the LAPD figured out that he was also a boy-lover, at
least 'in thought'. He bravely stood his ground, without much support 
from civil liberties types.

> Since everyone does not encrypt wouldn't it look suspicious
> that some files are encrpyted and some are not. 

Fortunately law enforcement still needs something more than "suspicion".
There are ways to pressure you to give up passwords, of course. Sure it
looks suspicious, but it's better than having pigs read your or others'
private thoughts.

I note that:
> ASGL is not sent encrypted. Of course by that time our identities
> are stripped. My anonymous account is as secure as it can be and
> still be in my own name somewhere. What are your thoughts?

My thoughts are that if a cybercop wants to spend time finding out who
each person here is, it is easily done.  The IF is a big one, of course,
but certainly not out of the question.  After all, asgl is the largest
intellectual "ring" of girl-lovers in the world.  There's a lot of data
out there, which works in your favor.  That should hardly make you feel
at ease, however.

'n.s. aristoff'
-----------------------------------------------------------------




'TheSlurp' writes - after 10 or more days of absence:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

To 'n.s. aristoff'

O boy, if I ever made a film on you, I'd have to cast Walther
Matthau! How can you be so grumpy all the time... you know there
are people here who will take offense! ;)

In any case, maybe you could write yourself a piece of software
that somehow detects and "filters out" everything you don't find
interesting?

--

(On the aristoff-ianthe debate about - uh - just about everything:)

WAY off-topic:

That our society produces a lot of alternate, phony desires that take
our attention away from the important things of life is quite obvious.

However, what is hard for me to believe is that there is a scheme, a
'precise will' by a group of people to do this in order to keep us subdued,
to keep us dissatisfied so that we'll still possess the sadness and
the anger once a war is declared and we're asked to die to defend our
"nation" or some silly ideal.

   [ I don't susbcribe to the "conspiracy approach" about it. ]

For some wicked reason, this seems just ingrained in our culture.

It is a part of Western civilization - and "thanks" to our [the USA's]
economic and military power, of most of the world - that we willingly 
reject all that is pleasureable in order to become more efficient in 
destruction.

Could it have been the unhealthy marriage of Judeo-Christian self-hatred
and Indo-European belligerancy that made us this way?

I can't fathom billionaires that still work 16-hour days when they could
retire and enjoy life... but then, a lot of them wouldn't *enjoy* life
without killing themselves with work.

--

'Heiden' wrote (about consensuality):
>These two points are always arguments in yes-or-no-child-abuse cases.
>The adult who did it would say the first, and the p-hunters will
>say the second. Sadly in most cases, this goes on only on a verbal
>level and noone will check the facts.

And even more sadly, no-one thinks of *asking* the child! If they
do, it's more a matter of extracting a "confession" that sexual abuse
actually did take place.

In any case, since by law the child has no say on these matters, the
question is - again, sadly - irrelevant.

--

To 'Blue Coyote':

If you do decide to "come out" in a grand and spectacular way, there is one
favour I may have to ask you. In fact, I would need a volunteer.

All these years I have been on the Net, I've tried to avoid exposure by
doing my best to hide my identity. I always purchased everything in cash,
consistently give false identities, etc. Not even people and organizations
purporting to be pedo-friendly know my name - [...].com for example
doesn't.

There is one thing however I couldn't get around, which is getting my own
domain name <pedo-lib.org>. The InterNIC only accepts credit card payments,
so they'd know who I am (although I'd not give them a real name to post on
their _whois_ database).

So if anyone here is willing to volunteer to pay for such a domain name 
and risk exposure, I'll be more than happy to reimburse him/her costs.

--

To 'Robin':

Will you write to me please? <theslurp@paranoia.com>. Thanks.

--

To 'Isabel':

May I take one exception to your otherwise delightful post: 
girls *do* have vaginal fluids.

'TheSlurp'
--------------------------------------------------------------




'Sanctuary' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

'GL7' wrote:
>I always let Kim call the shots. She was in charge. Therefore 
>she was not a victim, but a victor.

Ideal! I just wish the (other) parents could see the value of
such a relationship.

--

Now for my next question on security.

Can a person be forced to reveal their PGP passphrase
under US law? This one is for the lawyer(s) out there :-)

   [ If all copies of your private key are shredded and wiped, 
     the pass-phrase is of no use to them anyway.  And if
     something is hidden with steganography, they wouldn't
     even know it's there - even if they look for it (like, 
     they're going to ask a crypto specialist to spend six
     months analyzing every graphic on a 10 gig hard drive
     for hidden data, just on the off-chance ? :)  In the UK,
     there have been vague mumblings about "refusal to give a
     passphrase" coming under the right-to-silence option,
     but that hasn't been tested yet, so far as I know. ]

--

'Isabel' wrote:
>Oh, next IPCE conference will be held in Southern Europe 
>in the Autumn,if anyone is interested.  It's only open to 
>member organizations, but if you're from a country where 
>there's no pedophile organization, maybe the IPCE secretary 
>will accept you as a member.

I really wish I could attend something like that someday. I am 
so proud of you for being involved in sexual liberation in 
public. You are very brave (or foolish) <hehe>

--

'Flickorna' wrote:
>I trust Anna's mother because she shared something with me 
>that puts her in a position of vulnerability. And from the 
>talks we've had I believe she is much more opened-minded 
>that most people.

I was friends with one family for 10 years and got close enough 
to where I thought I could share a secret and so told the mother 
about an experience I'd had with my sister because she said she 
had had one with her brother and it bothered her but he never 
even acknowledged that it happened. I told her that my sister and 
I had talked about it and were still friends but the mother used 
this information against me the first time she thought I was holding 
her daughter in an inappropraite way. Our friendship has been over 
for a year and a half and she wouldn't even discuss it with me. I 
should have noticed the signs that she was disturbed over sexual 
issues but didn't. :-(

--

'The Pretender' wrote:
>I can only hope that it helps to support this forum, and those 
>who are helped by it.

I appreciate your reminder and hope that you will continue to help
us to keep thinking clearly and speaking honestly.

--

'n.s. aristoff' wrote:
>local authorities would be only too happy to bring proceedings 
>against a father that they thought could be a potential danger 
>to his child.

I understand your warning. I was very fortunate to have escaped
possible investigation and prosecution once by virtue of being
innocent and talking rationally to the police (contrasted with 
the unstable lifestyle of the accusing parents) but do not wish 
to repeat the performance :-)

>My basic advice: if you're going to be a criminal, you'd better 
>be able to think like a cop.

This is the only reason I feel reasonably secure. I have kept 
abreast of technological advances and employ them whenever 
necessary. I find it difficult to believe that police agencies 
are as behind-the-times as you claim but I'm certainly glad they 
are. The real trick still seems to remain as inconspicuous as 
possible because I imagine that if they wanted me bad enough, 
they could still find me and then I would need a lawyer ;-)

'Sanctuary'
-----------------------------------------------------------------
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'Cipolin' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------------

Regarding photography and girls' cheesy poses:

'n.s.aristof' - note that I did NOT write:
>> Also
>> as far as I can glean from the various newgroups, paedophile
>> photographers (excluding myself) seem intent on recreating
>> adult erotic poses in their work and some young girls
>> seem even more expert than their older sisters at delivering
>> the goods uncoaxed.

This was written by 'Quilty' in response to me.  

'n.s.aristoff' - I have seen much of the erotica that you mention and while
I find much of it arousing, I hesitate to see it in wider terms of art
photography, which is where my own interest lies.  If that sounds like
aesthetic snobbery then I suppose that's what it is.  (Interesting to note
here, that when the FBI were rifling through Sturges' stuff in 1990 they
allegedly found a stack of Bourboulon's work - which (if true) might run 
counter to some of the more recent comments Sturges has been making 
publically about "abuse".  Needless to say, Sturges and Bourboulon are 
miles apart aesthetically...)

Regarding girls posing without coaxing, I rather agree with your comments.
I am also finding myself on a regular basis requesting, "please don't throw
your hair around like that", "please don't pout" , "please don't smile like
your face is going to explode..." etc...  What was "unrealistic" about the
paedophile photographer in the film ROULA was that he had to ask his girl
models to adopt these poses - they were otherwise naive, helpless, and
verging on the victim (we all know the kind of damage a lens can do...)

Suggesting that these poses are the result of evolution is la-la land
territory however.  

   [ Wilthout wanting to imply I favour "nature over nurture", I 
     that think if you read the textbooks on non-verbal 
     communication you'll find some support for n.s.'s position 
     on this. ]

I haven't weighed into the recent debates in this forum regarding 
evolutionary theories, not least of all because I find them a little 
tedious, particularly when related to behavioural characteristics.
Why will one girl "display" herself (a la dogs having a sniff) and another
not?  Why do some girls adopt cheesy poses and others do not?  While not
wanting to generalise, I have found that a girl's "natural" inclination to
adopt a cheesy pose is more often related to how she was brought up, and
her class.  And girls are less inclined to "display" if they've been
brought up to be relaxed about their bodies, or, often, if they're more
intelligent than average.  Also, (and nobody flame me for this because I'm
not interested) working class girls tend to adopt cheesy poses more often
than girls from a middle class (especially highly educated) background.

Example.  Two sisters who are currently the subject of much of my
photography.  One, the younger - relatively brazen, carefree and very
cheeky - continually adopts cheesy poses.  The other - highly intelligent,
a little more reserved - sometimes mimics her sister but more often than
not adopts natural "poses" (oxymoronic, I know) and chooses to adopt a
demeanour less "display"-like.  I don't think there's anything "wrong with
her" because of this.  (However, they're both "working class" - there's
always exceptions to every rule!)

In addition, males "display" just as much as females - just differently.
In evolutionary terms they are supposed to be the aggressors: why bother to
display?  Theories of socialisation have more to offer than you give them
credit for.

Regarding your dig at feminism:
>Have feminists got everyone mixed up, or what.

I have to play devil's advocate here and point out that there are several
different feminisms, ranging from the Dworkin/MacKinnon right-wingers to
the likes of Paglia, with a vast range inbetween.  Don't throw the baby out
with the bathwater.  As you would be aware, rhetoric, while it can often
make bugger-all sense, can be dangerous.

Rambling, rambling, again.  I know 'n.s.aristoff' you'll probably disagree
with me again - that's okay.  I've said in here before that I admire your
work - if I disagree with you it's nothing personal.

Regards,

'Cipolin'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'Mouse' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

I had something happen to me recently that I feel very good about. Very,
very good. I had decided to search out women who had kids through a
matching system we have here for meeting people that I had refered to
earlier. Once I started actually listening for those women who did have
kids I began to realize just how many single moms there are out there.
There are way too many, which is a sad thing for the kids. Anyway, I have
been leaving messages for these women but up until yesterday I didn't get
any responses, which was kind of depressing me. Yesterday, or possibly
Friday I got a response from a young lady named C[.], who is late-20s, I
believe. So she said she had kids. She also informed me that she was
married and said that she hoped that that was not going to be a problem for
her. She also stated in her ad that she was not looking for a relationship.

I left her a message saying that I was actually glad that she was married
and that it wasn't a problem for me if it wasn't a problem for her. So we
were cool. Well, the next message I got was also from her box number. It
was from her little girl named Cr[.]. She sounded like she was about
four, though I found out later that she was actually seven. Chrissie said
that she hoped that me and her mom could be friends. Needless to say, she
sounded cute as could b. That message definitely brought a smile to my face
and brightened my whole day.

After some time C[.] finally decided to call me, which is what I was very
much wishing she would do. Here's where it gets strange, but in a good way
for me. She says about 10 words to me or so then hands the phone to her
little girl Cr[.]. That was ok by me. So I talk to this little girl for
approximately 45 minutes about all kinds of things -- school, animals, her
brothers, Barney, etc. I was feeling a little awkward, never having had
such a long conversation with a little girl before. Nevertheless, I think I
did a pretty good job all in all. Nothing besides meeting her and holding
her could have made me happier. Several hours later I call them back and
spoke to C[.]. We agreed that I could go over to her house. So, if that
works out, I will get to meet Cr[.] in person, which is the best thing I
could ask for. I just hope it turns out well for everyone. A friend I told
about this warns me to be very careful and actually thinks it's a bad idea.
I will admit that the situation has some possibility of danger, but
personally, I believe it to be minor. But that is why I say that I hope
everything turns out well. Thought I'd share the good news.

'Mouse'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'Sunstorm' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

'Corman' wrote:
>Hope everyone is well.  I watched _The Annunciation_ last night.

Do you know where to get this movie? I've been looking for it!

> I am glad we share a fondness of the movie Laura.

When did this movie come out?

--

'Blue Coyote' wrote:
>So now Isis is in danger, and it's all my fault.  Isis's mother says she is
>going to call the authorities.

Wait a minute!! She is physically abusing this child and she threatens to
call the cops on _you_?? What is wrong with this picture? Why have YOU NOT
CALLED THE COPS to save this girl the beatings you say she gets?? If you
know for a fact this kid is being beaten you have an obligation to do
something about it. If you do not, then I guess I will agree with your
perception of yourself as the lowest... Make an anynomous phone call to the
child protective services where you live and do it today.

--

'Sanctuary' writes:
>I was at the park playing with the children I met a few
>weeks ago and the director starts pulling children aside
>and telling them not to play with me.

Yeah, once I was playing with bunch of girls at a public pool.
The director guy comes over and says: "I want to warn you 
in the strongest possible terms, not to play with the girls."
I explained I knew them, which I did. He said it didn't matter.
I left feeling like shit. It's a bad feeling and causes rage and
helplessness.

--

'sLeepOVER' wrote:
>When my oldest - now preteens - were toddlers, I'd kiss
>them on the lips with never a second thought, same as
>my mate did, and still does. And when hugs were given
>during those years, I'd rub their backs or pat their
>little tushes without a care in the world. Now? Now I'm
>finding myself averting their kisses to my cheek, and
>when hugging, my hands never move from their shoulder
>blades.

I think you should let them set the boundries and not let
_your_ hang-ups interfere with what is a wonderfully warm
relationship. You are setting unnecessary limits on what
can and should be a close physical relationhip. Kids need
and want to be hugged and loved by their parents.

>Shit, I can hug my adult friends with more passion/
>compassion than my children!

You are the one putting limits on their sweetness. You _can_
hug them with as much passion as they are comfortable with.

>When these feelings arise, do I act on them? Yes, later,
>by myself, I sometimes do. And yes, afterwards, I feel
>guilt for having done that.

I don't think guilt is necessary when you need an outlet
to express your love of your daughter(s) and it does not 
hurt them.

> And when my daughter - who's
>just beginning to blossom - comes to me, either to show
>me how she's developing, or complain about it, (g), I
>doubt she's looking for anything other than a parent's
>comfort.

You are one lucky guy. Obviously she trusts you. You have
not betrayed this trust. I would simply complement her on
how pretty her breasts are getting. You will both feel good.

> Sometimes though, I will take those two
>situations, head off to a place of privacy, and arouse
>myself with their images. Is this an understandable
>guilt, do you think, or a self-imposed one? Both? Hell,
>maybe I'm lying to myself, maybe I *do* in fact, want
>to be their lover.

As I said before, it is self-imposed. Maybe you do want to be
their lover. But it isn't our feelings that hurt others, but what
we DO about them. Feeling desire for your daughters is no sin.
You have not hurt them in any way. Enjoy them! Enjoy the feeling
of their bodies when you touch them without shame. Enjoy the
beauty of your daughter's developing breasts and be happy she
shows them to you. But also understand the bounds of what they
are comfortable with and live within those bounds. What you do
in private to relieve your unrequited love is your business. It
doesn't hurt them.

'Sunstorm'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Tr'Pakh' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Hi all!  Long time no write ...


'Sanctuary' wrote on various topics, including:
>My daughter brought a new friend home today.

Cool!  I hope you can become friends.

>I just had a conversation with my new neighbor and he said
>that he was keeping his children away from me because he
>and his wife were molested by relatives as children and I am
>too friendly.

It seems that being nice has become a crime in the US ...

>I am getting so tired of putting up with this oppression.

You're not the only one, Sanc.  Hang in there, buddy!

--

'Voyeur' wrote, after a long absence:
>I was not going to post again, but I received an email from a young 
>friend which I want to share with you all. This is a genuine cry for 
>help from a 14 yo girl:
>
>>I've known this guy (he is a friend of the family) since I was
>>10. Our relationship was just as friends and we would have fun 
>>just by being friends.
<snip>
>>                                                 just recently he 
>>has been hinting to sleeping with him and I am really scared.
>>I don't want to. He is an x marine and very strong and very 
>>persuasive. My parents don't know anything about what he says or 
<snip>
>>          He was also telling me alot of the things he would like 
>>to do to me and I don't like any of it but I don't know how to 
>>tell him so. I like the attention( I don't get any from my family)
>>so I play along but i don't want to play along anymore but I think
>>I'm in to deep to quit.

Sounds like what this young lady needs to do is take control of the
situation.  My advice to her would be to tell this friend of hers that
she likes him, but as a friend, that she is *not* interested in sexual
contact at this time, and that he should please stop.

If he is an honourable man, he will comply with her request, and stop
the unwanted advances while still remaining a friend.  If not, then he
will do one of two things:  cease all contact whatsoever and become
bitter with her (not the best situation, but not the worst, either) or
he will continue his advances despite her protests, in which case the
young lady in question must decide whether or not to involve her parents
and/or the law.

>I'm not sure why I felt compelled to forward this message, but I did 
>and I would be interested in any comments, especially other suggestions 
>of what to say to this girl. I am torn between my feelings for the 
>pain/fear she is going through, and the probability that in the 
>same situation I might be the aggressor.

I have no doubt that *you* would act honourably in this situation,
Voyeur.  I know that you are worried about your feelings twoard
young girls and the effect that this mailing list has had on you,
but you are a person of honour and strong character.

It remains to be seen whether this girl's friend is also such a person.
My advice to you, Voyeur, is to let her know that it's OK, and even
necessary, for her to assert her personhood.  She has as much right
to say "no", and to have that "no" respected, as she has to say "yes".
Let her know that she can do this, and that if he does not stop his
advances, that she has people she can turn to for help.  Let her know
that it is OK to resist his advances and his pressuring.  Her body is
*HERS*, and noone else's, and only *SHE* can decide if and when it's
time for sex.

It is an unfortunate truth that many of our boys and young men
grow up with the impression that it's OK for them to force their
sexuality on girls and women, even under protest.  That, I fear,
is a product of age-old machismo and male superiority, the
"traditional" view that men are superior to women, and should
control and rule them, rather than being partners (a view which
happens to be held by many, if not most, of the politically active
far-right-wing groups that are pushing the so-called "family values"
agendas -- all that "A woman's place is in the home" crap).

The friend in question apparently needs to be re-educated in this
matter.

--

'n.s. aristoff' wrote regarding the history of sex-hysteria:
>Whether these are "swings" of a pendulum is difficult to argue.  The
>core issues appear to be the same, but what did the pendulum "swing
>back" to?  Periods in which there was simply LESS of an hysteria, in
>which underage sex and paedophilia weren't tolerated, but then all that
>happened was that someone got probation, or went to jail for a few
>years, or had a shotgun aimed at them.  So the pendulum seems not to
>make a full swing at any time.  The only exception I can think of is the
>brief attempt by self-identified paedophiles and sexual liberals in the
>Netherlands and Denmark to "tolerate" the idea of paedophilia, if not
>necessarily the actual doings of paedophiles.  

Unfortunately, I think you've hit the nail on the head with this one,
'n.s.'  Much of the sex hysteria we face today can be traced right back
to the traditions of puritanism, brought to this continent by the first
European settlers.  To them it was a sin to laugh, or run, or show any
more of their bodies than hands and face.  It's a wonder they had any
children at all, given their attitudes twoard the human body (they
were so afraid of having impure thoughts that they would not even
look at their spouses naked, and would have sex fully clothed!).  This
shame about the human body has been handed down through the centuries
in both religion and law, to evolve into the hysteria we face today.

The All About Sex website (http://www.allaboutsex.org)  has an excellent
essay on the subject of how we teach our children to be ashamed of
nature's greatest gift of beauty to them -- their bodies:

http://www.allaboutsex.org/kidsspeakout1.html#nudity

(I highly recommend this site to everyone on this list, and to all the
people you know, especially children!  It is not complete yet, but it's
outstandingly well done!)

>But here too, there was no society-wide "tolerance," just a lack of 
>INtolerance.  So I guess the swing of the pendulum is one from utter 
>intolerance to a lack if intolerance.  Okay, I s'pose I can accept that.

A lack of intolerance, however, can pave the way for true tolerance
to be learned.  We've witnessed this before in both the civil rights
and the gay rights movements.  Perhaps it's time we did a little more.
Sites like the All About Sex site and the PLF are excellent ways to
begin educating more people about who we really are, and that we are
most definitely do *NOT* (at least not as a whole, there are individuals
who do) fit the "dirty old man in a trenchcoat" and the "it ain't sex
if you don't hear the bones breakin'" stereotypes.

>What I'm saying is that those who are calling for less intolerance are
>asking for very little.  Why the witch-hunt mentality is not likely to
>abate anytime soon has to do with a variety of cultural and economic
>factors which no one is doing anything to change.  I won't get into it
>here (unless you want me to) -- I've written about it enough before.  

True.  We are doing FAR too little about the actual causes of the
hysteria, and the fuel that fires the aptly named "child abuse
_INDUSTRY_". (my emphasis ... ;P)

For those of us in the US, the ACLU has several free pre-written fax
and email messages that can be sent from ther web site (www.aclu.org)
to your senators and congressmen regarding several bills that are up
for approval that would severely curtail young people's right to 
determine for themselves what to do with their bodies.  One particularly
nasty bill would make it a federal felony for an adult to take a minor
across state lines for the purposes of an abortion without satisfying
their state's parental permission laws, even though though informing
the parents may be impossible or could put the young woman at risk
of beating at the hands of parents furious that she's pregant.  There
is also no provision for medical necessity, where the pregnancy would
put the girl's life or health at risk.  Not only that, but it violates
the concept of federalism in that it makes one state's laws effective
in another state's jurisdiction.

As Americans we have not only a right, but a duty to act out against
this kind of irresponsible legislation.  Only by doing so can we ever
hope to gain the kind of freedom and respect for children's personhood
that they deserve.  Perhaps our acting out on issues like this will
one day pave the way for greater liberation and acceptance of our
views and attitudes.

It worked for racial minorities and gays, why shouldn't it work for us?

>I see only two alternatives in the meantime: (a) duck-n-cover, or (b)
>engage in "cultural terrorism".

Well I, for one, am sick of ducking and covering.  "Cultural terrorism".
I wonder if the NSA line eater greps for that phrase ... 

--

On a somewhat happier note, I went and saw _The_Truman_Show_ this
weekend.  It is an outstanding movie!  I'm not a big fan of Jim
Carry, but he did a marvelous job of portraying the main character,
who finds out that the entire world he lives in is a manufactured
fantasy.

It kinda made me wonder just how much of the world we live in is
the manufactured will of someone else (the politicians, who have a
keen way of distracting you from the real issues and problems of
the world with irrellevent minutia, the media that shows us what
*they* want us to see ...) and not "reality" at all?

At any rate, go see the movie, and take a little friend if you can!
Outstanding show!

That's all for now, be well all!

'Tr'Pakh'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Sanctuary' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

'n.s. aristoff' wrote:
>I see only two alternatives in the meantime: (a) duck-n-cover, 
>or (b) engage in "cultural terrorism".

This is the second time this phrase has come up; once in
UDN and now here.

Would you explain briefly what you mean by 'cultural terrorism'
without making me read Hekim Bey? ;-)

--

Ianthe suggested (re PGP):
>      [ Yes, if it has a strong pass-phrase rather than just a
>        password.  If you secure-wipe your only copy of your 
>        private key, even the pass-phrase is rendered useless. ]

Please explain this concept.  Wouldn't your key then be unable
to decrypt your own personal files. 

   [ Yes, because the key to them would no longer exist.  You would 
     loose any PGP encrypted files, unless you had stored a 
     copy of your private key off-site and/or had hidden a backup 
     with steganography. ]

Who has time to do that with the FBI at the door?  

   [ True, it would have to be done quickly.  But it's just a 
     flick of the wrist and a click, assuming you are at your
     computer.  I suppose one could set up some kind of desktop 
     hot-icon, or even boobytrap the computer so that when it 
     is started up with an alternate password, it auto-wipes 
     the private keys. ]

How is this handled in reality?

   [ We're just kicking around a hypothetical idea, Sanc. :)  ]

--

'sLeepOVER' wrote:
>Is this an understandable guilt, do you think, or a self-imposed 
>one? Both? Hell, maybe I'm lying to myself, maybe I *do* in fact, 
>want  to be their lover. Aren't I a real piece of work today? 

Only YOU know what your true motivations are. Don't let anyone
convince you that you are trying to hurt them if you're not. I know
that the children can tell the difference if they're not brainwashed
by the propaganda.

---

'n.s. aristoff' wrote:
>He [Gerald Jones] bravely stood his ground, without much support  
>from civil liberties types.

How is he doing today?

>After all, asgl is the largest intellectual "ring" of girl-lovers in the world.  
>There's a lot of data out there, which works in your favor.  That should 
>hardly make you feel at ease, however.

Don't worry, I don't <hehe>. I am just VERY careful to remain as
inconspicuous as possible and to employ every possible security
measure to sensitive material. I wish more people would actually
READ the research data out there and not dismiss it as though it 
didn't exist.

--

I may be slowing down my replies to ASGL this summer as
I am taking a temporary job out of the area and will only be
home on weekends. I hope there is plenty of mail to read
and answer when I get home.

'Sanctuary'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'GL7' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Hi again from 'GL7'. 

To 'Toddler Spanker':  Thanks for your very interesting narrative. 
Those twins really sound like Kim used to. I haven't talked
with Kim since she turned nine, but before she turned seven, she would
lie down on the floor on her back with her hands on her panties ready to
pull them down and beg me to lie down on top of her and have sex with
her, while her mother was in the next room! And talk about getting
married! Kim and I took our wedding vows at her suggestion (Wow! What
unimaginable child abuse!) But she had reservations because of the slight
difference in ages (half a century) and she was afraid I would die and
leave her a widow. Kim would draw pictures of the two of us having sex.
She also gave me greeting cards that she drew for me with flowers.
birds, sunshine, white clouds, etc. and a message telling me that I was
cute and handsome. What a difference from the anti child abuse TV
propaganda ads showing a sad-faced girl with a tear falling down her
face and drawing a sad picture of herself with dark clouds overhead. 

Of course I'm against child abuse, but I'm not against child love. 

I remember seeing on TV a classroom scene where a lady teacher was telling
the pre-teen girls and boys about child sexual abuse and not to let
people touch them in certain places and one little boy jumped up and
asked, "But what if you like it?" The teacher answered, "I don't think
most children like it." Well now, I have news for that teacher. If it's
not forced, most kids DO like it. I was greatly disappointed at the age
of five or six when the baby sitter poured my bath water with me naked
in the tub and did not wash my genitals. It would have been a great
sexual thrill for me. Another time at the age of seven or eight, it was
bedtime and I wanted to get a sexual thrill by walking naked downstairs
to the dining room where a baby sitter was ironing, but she wouldn't
look at my erect penis. I won't interpret her refusal to look as a form
of child abuse any more than that teenage baby sitter who didn't wash my
genitals. After all, I never asked the ladies to look or touch, but it
was disappointing. Is it a form of child abuse NOT to give in to a
little girl who keeps asking for sex over and over again? I'll never
know whether Kim or I wanted sex more, but we both had an insatiable
appetite for it for many months until the thrill gradually wore off to a
certain extent.

By the way, does the name 'Toddler Spanker' have any real
significance? I heard of a little girl who would misbehave with a male
teacher whom she had a crush on so that he would give her a spanking.
When I was a kid, I did the same thing trying to get my aunt to switch
me. Are there any people reading this who have ever had any spanking
fantasies involving little girls? And has anyone besides me ever found a
consenting child as an S&M partner? I know pedophilia and S&M sounds
like a contradiction, but years ago I used to have such fantasies, but
since I met Kim those thoughts have pretty much vanished, but not
altogether. Kim and I played a sado-masochistic game one time and she
seemed to enjoy being the sadist while I was the masochist. She used a
belt on me. We both enjoyed it but never did it again.   

To 'Soft_&_Gentle': I don't know what country you're from, but
"mental illness" is not considered a perjorative where I live. Kim's mom
admits her mental illness and is taking lithium for it. She also has a
disease that in the long run is 98.5% incurable and mom is only in her
twenties. But she's really nuts. I never brought up the subject with
Kim. You say that since mom is Kim's legal guardian, I won't have any
contact with Kim if mom is against it. Well... not necessarily. By
being unusally creative and patient, I broke thru the barrier last year
by striking up a friendship with Ashley (age 8) next door, and was able
to get her to get a message to mom which involved money. I got mom to
phone me and I found out they were going to cut off her electricity the
next day if the electric bill was not paid. I told mom that I would pay
it. She then invited me to her home where Kim and I had a memorable
evening. I gave Kim a big hug and later on I put her to bed and she
kissed me on the lips. I wanted a long kiss, but mom was standing there
and I didn't want to arouse suspicion. That's the last contact of any
kind I had with Kim. I've seen her outside her home since while driving
by, but she's not allowed to have anything to do with me. I can pretty
well guess what Kim's been told. Her dad started to bad mouth me a few
months before his gruesome suicide, but apparently because he accused
mom and me of having a relationship, which was totally false. Kim didn't
care much for that drunk unmarried father who verbally and physically
abused mom and largely ignored Kim.  Mom told me that he said I was a
child molester and she told me she did not believe it, but I still think
mom thought there could be something to it. At one point he had Kim
believing his lies because Kim told Ashley that she hated me. Mom
straightened things out with Kim and later they both told me that dad
was not telling the truth about me. I'm sure that Kim misses me. She has
always been more than thrilled to see me. A love that deep is not going
to just go away. Even mom admitted that I was Kim's best friend and Kim
is still my best friend whether I see her or not. Mom did not come right
out and tell me not to send cards to KIm. She said that Kim is not
allowed to receive gifts from me. If I wanted to, I could have Kim
showered with X-mas gifts from all over this country, but I have not
decided to do that. I will still send cards to her, but she probably
won't get them.

'GL7'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Florian' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Fellow girl lovers,

My apologies for being away for so long, but I have been busy interstate 
with important business.  I endeavour to contribute to ASGL constantly 
in the furture.  I have, however, been reading ASGL since my last 
contribution.  Thankyou to those of you who have taken the time to 
respond to my comments.  My wish is for a better future for girl-lovers, 
and for our lifestyle to be accepted by society.  But it appears that 
many of the contributors to ASGL are content to just stare at little 
girls at swimming pools and parks, trying to 'cop a feel', and bragging 
about their risky achievements.  This type of behaviour gives girl 
lovers a bad name.  We know that our love for girls is not wrong, so 
quit acting as if it were.  Children are people, with the same rights 
and choices as adults.  They are entitled to more respect than this.  I 
can appreciate the beauty of a young girl in a bikini or bike pants.  We 
all can.  But if we want our lifestyle to be accepted in society, we 
need to give girl loving more credibility than endless days of ogling 
young girlies.  They need our love and respect.  That way we can achieve 
acceptance in society.  Short term perves will not serve us well in the 
long run.  If you have a view of how we can be accepted in society, 
please write.

Maybe Im extreme in my views.  Im in my twenties.  Im young, blunt 
and forthright in what I say.  But I'm part of the generation that gets 
want they want, if they make enough noise.  That's all we need to do. 
 
Homosexuals, although I disagree with their lifestyle, have gained 
recognition and acceptance in society.  It is no longer permissible to 
discriminate against a person of different race, religion or culture.  

So why are we still seen as filthy, morally corrupt perverts who deserve 
to rot in jail for their choice of female companions?  That is exactly 
the way we are seen by mainstream society.  Society has been trained and 
brainwashed into this belief.  But what has been programmed into society 
can be undone, as we have seen in the fore-mentioned examples.  We need 
to be more outspoken in society, and make people aware that we are the 
not evil-minded, dangerous and violent criminals that we are made out to 
be.  But I suppose that the only way we can turn the tide of prejudice 
against us, is to risk the chance of arrest and ridicule.  Are we 
prepared to risk our livelihood, our job, our friendships, some of the 
most important things in our life, in order to achieve 'the' most 
important thing in our lives, a relationship with a girl of our choice?  
I am, if it means we have a better future.

Im sorry if I come across too strong, or offend some of you.  But I 
believe in telling the absolute truth, regardless of the consequences.  
Truth is the only way to solve the problems of our world.  

Some of you wrote to comment on my earlier contributions to ASGL.  I stand 
by my previous letter about my Christian faith.  God does exist, and the 
bible is His word.  Yes, the bible was written by human hands, but the 
content is from God Himself.  God uses His people to do His work on earth.  

Therefore I stand by my statement that homosexuality (boy loving) is 
wrong, He says so.  But God has given you the ability to think for 
yourself, otherwise what is the purpose of living.  If boy loving is 
your thing, then you can find out if God approves of your choices, when 
you finally cark it.  But Ill say it again, I dont believe girl loving 
is wrong in the eyes of God, only the eyes of mainstream society.  So I 
will follow Gods rules, not anyone elses.

Anyway, ASGL is for girl lovers only isn't it?  The very title, ASGL, 
stands for Alt Support Girl Lovers, not that I should have to remind 
anyone.  I don't see the word boy in the title at all.  Let's keep this 
forum for girl lovers only.  I, for one, am not interested in the sinful 
exploits of poofs.  Thank you to those who have supported my right to 
voice my opinion.  I will support your right also.  I look forward to 
your responses.

Yours truthfully,

'Florian'
----------------------------------------------------------------------

   [ ASGL-L will continue to warmly welcome bisexual and lesbian
     girl-lovers and, I hope, be interested in, support and 
     respect boy-lovers.  We will, I expect, continue to be
     _disinterested_ in listening to pious moralists. ]


ends

alt.support.girl-lovers                              21st June 1998
-------------------------------------------------------------------
http://www.duende.demon.co.uk/456.html         Last: 15th June 1998
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'Andrej' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

To all girl-lovers: Yes, the name of this magazine is: NEW ART
EXAMINER (June 1998) and is easy available in the USA (not so sure 
for Europe). The whole issue talks about child pornography and the
sexualization of children, expecially little girls. They have a
couple of VERY NICE photos of little girls from movies, magazines 
and so on. 

Articles: 'Jailbait at the Millennium: Lolita's Grotesque Body" on
page 14; "With All the Charms of a Woman" (about little girls in 
music) on page 20; "Innocence Lost: Child Beauty Pageants and the
Politics of Abuse" on page 26; "Sugar and Spice and Everything Nice - 
Is What What Little Girls Are Made Of?"  (little girls in movies) 
on page 32; "The Uncanny Success of Henry Darger" on page 36.

Find it, own it and you won't be sorry!
 
'Andrej'
------------------------------------------------------------------



'Andre's movie-list for the coming week:
------------------------------------------------------------------

Sorry, I forgot to explain the new feature for you last week. Where
an age is prepended by the letter 'c', the age is the supposed age
of the character, not the estimated age of the actress. So '12' is
an actress of about 12 years old, 'c12' an actress that plays a 12
year old girl, whose real age I don't know and '16c12' a 16 year old
who plays a 12 year old.

At least this week my non-dutch readers do not have to be sad over the
fact that the dutch commercial stations cannot be received by them. 
All movies are on non-dutch public stations. Despite the high amount 
of football, I still managed to find five. Jane Eyre, Tremors and 
The Prince of Tides are all famous movies with some nice appearances 
of girls, although in the last two cases only in minor roles. Der 
Eindringling might be a hidden gem. Uncle Buck can be found on Belgian
television only 4 days after his appearance on RTL5. 

--

Saturday, 22.00, ZDF: Der Eindringling (Germany) - Constanze
Engelbrecht (c13)

A girl gets blind in an accident. She meets several help workers, but
retreats into a lonely existence.

* Tuesday, 22.00, WDR: Jane Eyre (UK, 1996) - Anna Paquin (13)

Jane Eyre has a hard childhood in early 19th century England, being
an orphan raised by an aunt who does not like her, and send to a
strict girl's school. When we go on to her adult life, she becomes
a governess, and starts falling in love with the head of the household,
who is twice her age. Just when it seems her feelings become
reciprocated, he starts an affair with someone else. The young Jane
is played by Anna, the older by Charlotte Gainsbourg.

http://209.75.210.235/lobby/indexes/apjane.html

* Tuesday, 23.45, BBC1: Tremors (USA, 1990) - Ariana Richards (10)

Under the surface of a small village a group of killer-worms has
their home, sometimes coming up to kill the village's people.

   [ A great b-movie in it's own right ]

http://www.childstarlets.com/lobby/indexes/artrem.html

* Wednesday, 21.50, BRT1: Uncle Buck (USA, 1989) - Gaby Hoffman (c5),
Jean Kelly (15c15)

Uncle Buck is not the ideal person to have for a babysit. But when
you can't get somebody else... Through a number of problems and
adventures, Buck and the children realize that they do like one
another after all.

http://www.childstarlets.com/lobby/indexes/gbuck.html

* Friday, 21.45, BRT1: The Prince of Tides (USA, 1991) - Nancy Moore
Atchinson (c10), Tiffany Jean Davis (c6), Kiki Runyo (c13)

A man goes to a female psychiatrist, who already has her sister in
treatment, to cope with his youth traumas. She has some problems
herself as well, and the two help one another overcome their
loneliness. The girls play the man's sister in flash-backs.
YGW-rating 4.

http://www.tyflas.org/movies/POTides.jpg

'Andre'
----------------------------------------------------------------



'Mouse'
----------------------------------------------------------------

I'd like to give an update on Ch[.] and C[.], her mom. I found out
something very disturbing yesterday. this is that there is something about
them which I believe may be isolating Ch[.] and her brother (two years
old) socially from other kids. It's not as big of a deal for the
two-year-old as I imagine it is for Ch[.]. The bad part is that until I
meet them in person I won't know what that something is, if even then.
Ch[.]'s mom told me that for the last two years nobody has been coming
to Ch[.]'s birthday parties, even though invitations were sent out. When
I heard that I thought that that's one of the most horrible things that can
happen to any little girl and that no little girl deserves to have that
happen to her. I can only imagine how she must have felt, the sadness, the
disappointment. I believe it may have, at least in part, something to do
with their economic situation, being on food stamps and probably other
forms of public assistance.

While I was writing about this in my journal a little while ago I realized
that if Ch[.] is being socially rejected that I can perhaps provide her
with the attention other children are not willing to give her, and which
every child needs to be properly socialized. Ch[.]'s a great kid, and to
me no different from any other child her age. She's silly, lively,
friendly, outgoing, and playful. It makes me sad that adults and especially
other kids, would not acknowledge a child. So I'm thinking that if I can
help her with my talking to her on the phone and eventually in person, then
I'll be more than happy to do it. And we have been talking a lot on the
phone, Ch[.] and I.

Yesterday we got on the subject of books. It appears as if Ch[.] loves
to read and has even written at least one story. She read one book to me
that had an English-speaking child being friends with a Spanish-speaking
child and went into some simple words in Spanish. But the best book she
read to me was something like 'what's left when ...' which asks various
questions like, "What's left when you finish your cookies?" Crumbs, of
course. She went through the whole book and asked me the questions. I got
most of them right. But talk about fun, that was. Aren't we blessed for
being able to appreciate and take pleasure in things so simple? I know I
feel that way, and I wouldn't have traded that experience for any other
with an adult for anything in the world.

I, perhaps foolishly, told a female friend of mine about what has been
going on between Ch[.] and me and she's of the opinion that I'm wrong
for having a friendship with a seven-year-old. I tried to explain it to
her, but she didn't understand. That doesn't bother me in the least because
it's her problem and closed mind, not mine.

I'd also like to throw something out to the group for discussion. It's been
my experience over the last ten years that at least in some situations what
draws children to other adults besides their parents is that they are often
missing something emotionally, like interaction with other kids, being
unloved or unappreciated, and similar things. I know this is not the case
in every situation, but it has been in numerous of the situations I've had
the good fortune to be a part of. Perhaps to some degree, this may be true
of my friend Liz. Liz's father, according to his brother, tends to be
self-centered, not very loving, and insensitive. His brother also told me
that he resents the fact that he's got all girls and no boys. I'd feel
blessed if that were the case for me. But I know that Liz's mom is a very
loving, caring, and considerate mom, insofar as she can be. I've been
somewhat troubled that Liz does not have that happiness in her voice when
she talks to me that Ch[.] does. The reason, I believe, is that Liz is
much more socialized than Ch[.]. Because of this she doesn't need
attention from adults because she gets it from her peers, of which she has
many. Hopefully you can understand where I'm going with that. In other
words, Ch[.] is much more glad to talk to me because she's missing
something emotionally in her life. Liz gets that emotional need met through
her mom and her friends, if not from her father, and thus has less need for
contact with me. She talks to me and seems to enjoy it, but it's more
incidental than that she gets a great deal of pleasure from talking to me.
In fact, she might not really feel anything for me, like friendship or
anything similar, but that's ok. As long as she cares enough to talk to me
every now and then. When I call C[.]'s house that's all Ch[.] and her
brother want to do is talk to me, and in no uncertain terms. I have no
doubt that if I or someone were to ask them they'd say, "oh, yes, he's a
friend of mine," and probably with a big smile at the same time.

'Mouse'
----------------------------------------------------------------



'Quilty' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------

'Sunstorm' wrote:
>'Corman' wrote:
>>Hope everyone is well.  I watched _The Annunciation_ last night.
>
>Do you know where to get this movie? I've been looking for it!

THE ANNUNCIATION (Hungary, 1984, directed by Andras Jeles) You can rent 
it through the mail from REEL.COM in the USA. They are very liberal 
about mailing you stuff and waiting till you are done with it. I know 
because both of their copies of _Hail Mary_ by Godard have been out 
on the road for a month.

>> I am glad we share a fondness of the movie Laura.
>
>When did this movie come out?

LAURA (Embassy Home Entertainment, 1988, directed by David Hamilton)

--

American readers will be ecstatic to learn that LAWN DOGS just got 
a general release here. Get the extra-large popcorn, or take a big 
hat!!!

'Quilty'
------------------------------------------------------------------

   [ Pop-tastic! ;) ]



'n.s. aristoff' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

'Girl Pleaser' wrote:
>Hi. I have a question for 'n.s. aristoff'.
>
>I am a young man with an interest toward a career working with
>children. Maybe I will want to be a teacher, maybe a pediatric nurse,
>maybe a camp counselor. I haven't really decided. The problem is I was
>arrested a few years ago accused of having sex with a young teenage
>girl. The charges were dropped. Nevertheless, the FBI now has my
>fingerprints on file. How badly could this interfere with me getting 
>a job working with children? What if I were to move to another 
>state? Is there anything I can do? I would appreciate any advice 
>that you might have!!!

You may be asked to say on your job application whether you have been
arrested for anything.  You can lie and risk losing our job for lying,
or you can tell the truth and not get the job at all.  Your choice.  But
later, if you are found out, you will surely be publicly embarrassed. 
I'm assuming you are living in the Great Satanic Country in Southern
North America?

--

Ianthe wrote:
   [ And Sweden I think -  I once saw a tv documentary in which someone
     in the Swedish scouts defended their policy of allowing celibate
     paedophiles to be scoutmasters - they distinguished between 
     thoughts and actions, sensibly. ]

Yes, the operative word here is "I once saw".  

   [ Circa 1990, UK tv. ]

Currently in Sweden there is a national scandal over a photography exhibit 
depicting under-18 males at a museum in Stockholm.

On May 29th and 30th, a major newspaper called for the show to be shut
down and the director arrested. Over the weekend the museum had two
chaps from the Ministry of Justice view the work, but fortunately on the
following Monday, Justice announced they had no intention of acting. In
response to that, the paper and child-saving industry (very strong now
in Sweden, Ianthe) had individuals make complaints to the Stockholm 
police to force the police to take some action.  On Tuesday, June 2, 
the museum director was asked to come down to the police station to 
make a statement, and the local police sent around a team to view the 
work. By that evening they too announced they were not even going to 
open an investigation. Resolutely, my work was *not* porn.

However, the paper responded on Wednesday by asking their readers to
deluge the museum with demands to STOP THE PORNOGRAPHY; for the whole day 
their fax machines and telephone lines were shut down by hundreds of calls 
and faxes (clearly from people who probably had not even seen the work they 
were attacking). On Wednesday and Thursday all the newsmedia had a feeding
frenzy, accusing the photographer of being a member of the "American
Child Sex Network, NAMBLA", and claiming that he is a major figure in
international distribution of child porn. By Thursday, the names and addresses 
of the museum's corporate sponsors wree published along with the accusation 
that the sponders were "sponsors of child abuse".  Readers were urged to 
phone the corporations and ask them with withdraw their support. Some did,
according to the museum.

Although the government appears to be "tolerating" the museum show
(which does not depict any sexual conduct or erect penises), the people
are not even coming close to tolerance.

Ianthe, I saw a very nice movie in the Netherlands once also, about a
"pedophile" who had a friendship with a 5yo girl.  Don't think for a
second that that film would be shown today in Holland without widespread
hysteria.  We are talking about a country where a police director can be
interviewed for a serious news show and call Sally Mann a "child
pornographer" and go unchallenged in his sentiment.

--

'Cipolin' wrote:
> 'n.s.aristoff' - I have seen much of the erotica that you mention and while
> I find much of it arousing, I hesitate to see it in wider terms of art
> photography, which is where my own interest lies.  

Cipolin - I'm probably going to sond a little cynicism in my response
here, so please don't take it personally.

> If that sounds like
> aesthetic snobbery then I suppose that's what it is.  

You like to be aroused more than just with your dick, but surely you
like that too.  So what you like is thinking-man's erotica.  This is
lucky for you, since thinking-man's erotica has, historically, been more
tolerated than working-man's erotica, which is pornography.  The
thinking class in Anglo-America has generally had a problem with "doing"
sex, so they've invented intellectual ways of expressing themselves so
that the expression of their desires has a greater social acceptance. 

But much erotica (thinking man's pornography) is banal and much
pornography (working man's erotica) is artistically accomplished and/or
can be appropriated as art.  There is a difference between Sally Mann's
work and that of Jacques Bourboulon.  Sally Mann intends her work to be
contemplated in other than a sexual way and succeeds; while Jacques
Bourboulon intends his work to be contemplated in more than just a
sexual way, and doesn't quite succeed - but that only makes her work
"artistically" better.  Bourboulon's work is far more successful as
erotica; Mann's work is a failure in this regard.

When you say "aesthetic snobbery" it seems like you're implying that
somehow the creation and enjoyment of work for erotic arousal is a
lesser pursuit than "Art."  If that's the case, what you are guilty of
is the denigration of sex, assuming a hierarchy of mind over body, not
aesthetic snobbery.

>(Interesting to note
> here, that when the FBI were rifling through Sturges' stuff in 1990 they
> allegedly found a stack of Bourboulon's work - which (if true) might run
> counter to some of the more recent comments Sturges has been making
> publically about "abuse".  Needless to say, Sturges and Bourboulon are
> miles apart aesthetically...)

I reviewed the Bourboulon work that was seized, for Sturges' lawyer. 
Bourboulon sent the work to Sturges, but Sturges kept it because he 
liked it. Yes, he had mixed feelings about it because he's a prig who 
hides behind his rhetoric of being a "naturist."  But Sturges is 
interested in the sexual aspect of his work and terrified of it at the 
same time. This shows in many of his images in which the models appear 
frozen and uncomfortable (not a discomfort with being photographed 
naked, but a discomfort that is the result of the photographer's own
self-repression).  

> What was "unrealistic" about the
> paedophile photographer in the film ROULA was that he had to ask his girl
> models to adopt these poses - they were otherwise naive, helpless, and
> verging on the victim 

Thanks for explaining that. I hadn't understood that from what you wrote
before.

> Suggesting that these poses are the result of evolution is la-la land
> territory however.
> 
>    [ Wilthout wanting to imply I favour "nature over nurture", I
>      think that if you read the textbooks on non-verbal
>      communication you'll find some support for n.s.'s position
>      on this. ]
> 
> I haven't weighed into the recent debates in this forum regarding
> evolutionary theories, not least of all because I find them a little
> tedious, particularly when related to behavioural characteristics.

Well, I guess then you had better read some of the research in
evolutionary psychology, because you are clearly arguing a point from
the standpoint of ignorance (i.e., not having the information you need,
not "ignorance" in a pejorative sense)

> Why will one girl "display" herself (a la dogs having a sniff) and another
> not?  Why do some girls adopt cheesy poses and others do not?  While not
> wanting to generalise, I have found that a girl's "natural" inclination to
> adopt a cheesy pose is more often related to how she was brought up, and
> her class.  

The problem is that your (or my) personal experiences are not a good
basis from which to draw these kinds of conclusions.  That's why you
should read the research.  What one or a dozen individuals does is
irrelevant.  What matters is what the majority of large groups of
individuals do on a statistical basis.  That's what evolution is all
about.

> And girls are less inclined to "display" if they've been
> brought up to be relaxed about their bodies, or, often, if they're more
> intelligent than average.  Also, (and nobody flame me for this because I'm
> not interested) working class girls tend to adopt cheesy poses more often
> than girls from a middle class (especially highly educated) background.

Yes - and I've noticed that middle class girls are far more priggish and
unnatural about sex than poor girls, who treat sex more naturally.

> Example.  Two sisters who are currently the subject of much of my
> photography.  One, the younger - relatively brazen, carefree and very
> cheeky - continually adopts cheesy poses.  The other - highly intelligent,
> a little more reserved - sometimes mimics her sister but more often than
> not adopts natural "poses" (oxymoronic, I know) and chooses to adopt a
> demeanour less "display"-like.  I don't think there's anything "wrong with
> her" because of this.  (However, they're both "working class" - there's
> always exceptions to every rule!)

All our experiences, including our experiences with and perceptions of
the people with whom we form friendships, are shaped by our own
viewpoints and psychologies.  Don't generalize from those.

> In addition, males "display" just as much as females - just differently.
> In evolutionary terms they are supposed to be the aggressors: why bother to
> display?  Theories of socialisation have more to offer than you give them
> credit for.

Sigh.  You really do need to read the research.  Try Donald Symons'
_Evolution of Sex_ as a start.  Symons is almost readable [:-)], but
extremely intelligent.  There has been a great deal of work done in this
area - both research and theory.  Your entire way of thinking about this
is vastly outdated.  I'm not being critical - the field is quite new and
the jargon evolutionary psychologists have invented is somewhat arcane. 
So it remains a highly academic pursuit, with some of it filtering to
the public in an often somewhat-distorted form.

> Regarding your dig at feminism:
> Have feminists got everyone mixed up, or what.
> 
> I have to play devil's advocate here and point out that there are several
> different feminisms, 

Yes - I know - I've written enough articles in udn about this.  In fact,
I've written enough everywhere about this.

> ranging from the Dworkin/MacKinnon right-wingers to
> the likes of Paglia, 

Paglia is not a feminist, actually.  Just being a woman and/or a lesbian
and/or a person with a big mouth doesn't make her a feminist.  She's a
polemicist who has rejected the philosophical basis of feminism (that
women are equal to men in every way) and certainly I can think of no
serious self-identified feminists who include Paglia among them. 
Paglia's absurd dichotomy of the Apollonian and the Dionysian identifies
her as a cultural critic, but not a feminist.

What nearly all feminists until now have all mixed up is that they think
that human behavior is controlled largely by "patriarchy" and social
structures and very little by the evolution of human psychology.  With
that confusion comes a plethora of moral judgments (the list of
"shoulds") which make people no better off than they were before. 
Embedded in feminism is this idea that "patriarchy" is evil and that
women and matriarchy are good.  This is confused for many reasons.  (Try
to square the feminist insistence that men and women are equal with the
feminist belief that men are aggressive and inconsiderate slobs (not
always untrue) and women are kind and beneficent victims.)
Having more women running things will not make things better in the
larger sense, although I agree that women deserve the same pay for the
same work and deserve the same opportunities as men, as black and white,
etc.

Don't be so suspicious of evolutionary psychology - just be a little
suspicious.
 
--

'Sanctuary' wrote:
> 'n.s. aristoff' wrote:
> >I see only two alternatives in the meantime: (a) duck-n-cover,
> >or (b) engage in "cultural terrorism".
> 
> This is the second time this phrase has come up; once in
> UDN and now here.
> 
> Would you explain briefly what you mean by 'cultural terrorism'
> without making me read Hekim Bey? ;-)
 
UDN is very mild cultural terrorism: i.e., insisting on a public
existence by providing evidence of your desire in public.  But there are
more serious forms, like posting actual child porn to the internet,
something I'll never do, but can't help laughing at the fact that others
do it, thereby driving moral crusaders and the police to further and
further extremes.  Such reactions are, of course, only possible at this
point in history in the Euro-American corporate monoculture and places
where the monoculture's moral arm, the United Nations and its NGO's,
extend their influence.  I call it "terrorism" because at its extreme it
is treated as a terroristic act.  UDN is not treated in this way,
because it's "terrorism" is simply metaphorical.  Now you don't need to
read Hakim Bey, if you don't want, although his piece "Mort aux vache"
remains one of the very best cultural analyses I've seen.

'n.s. aristoff'
---------------------------------------------------------------------



'Robin'
---------------------------------------------------------------------

>*Monday, 21.40, BRT1: The Coca-Cola kid (1985, Australia) - Rebecca
>Smart (5)
>
>A man tries to sell Coca-cola in a part of Australia where no coke
>is sold. Rebecca is the daughter of his love interest. YGW-rating 2.5!

I live in Australia, and a few years ago, I had the good fortune to 
meet Rebecca on a bus to Bondi. She had also done a film called 
"Celia", which I had seen, in which she shoots a monster, in her 
over-active imagination, and the film then cuts back to the 
reality, and both Celia and the audience realise that she has 
shot the bad man of the film, in her mother's kitchen. It was 
Rebecca's most controversial film, as the mother decides to 
protect her little girl, by keeping silent, and making sure 
Celia understood that she must remain silent, too. The media 
was very vocal about whether the film should have ended that 
way, with the police having the unsolved murder on their hands.

She's also now in one of our "soaps" every week as well. She's 
not what you'd call a "beautiful" girl. She's actually somewhat 
plain, but she certainly has a very sweet smile, and she's also 
a great little actress! The reason I recognised her instantly 
is that I'm a member of [...]. 

Anyway, I couldn't help staring, because I had admired her so 
much on the screen. She caught my stare, and looked back with a 
quizzical face that seemed to say "Why are you staring at me"? I 
stepped towards her, and, thinking quickly how to make the most 
of this, said "I'm sorry to stare, but it's very rare to bump 
into one of Australia's best actresses just sitting on the bus!" 
She laughed prettily, as kids do, and said "Well I'm just human, 
you know, you can talk to me!"

I immediately sat down beside her, and spoke of the controversy 
surrounding Celia. I could tell she was a little confused by it. 
She had just done the acting as another job, and didn't really 
understand what the fuss was about. She steered the conversation 
towards her pet doggy, and a couple of school friends, and her 
aunt, and asked me a few cute questions about myself. I soon 
fully realised I was talking to a very ordinary, but very sweet, 
little girl, who didn't appear to be in any way the famous 
actress she is.

I would have loved her to want to continue the friendship, 
but alas, there was just an "I get off here" and a friendly 
wave. 

'Robin'
------------------------------------------------------------------



'x'
------------------------------------------------------------------

'Sunstorm' wrote:
>As I said before, it is self-imposed. Maybe you do want to be
>their lover. But it isn't our feelings that hurt others, but what
>we DO about them. Feeling desire for your daughters is no sin.
>You have not hurt them in any way. Enjoy them! Enjoy the feeling
>of their bodies when you touch them without shame. Enjoy the
>beauty of your daughter's developing breasts and be happy she
>shows them to you. But also understand the bounds of what they
>are comfortable with and live within those bounds. What you do
>in private to relieve your unrequited love is your business. It
>doesn't hurt them.

I was just wondering what does one do if they want to go further? Is it 
really wrong, should one back off or just continue on? Also if it does 
continue and goes further than just play, how does one stop if you have 
to live with them day after day?

'x'
---------------------------------------------------------------------



'Sanctuary'
-----------------------------------------------------------------

'Mouse' wrote:
>I will admit that the situation has some possibility of 
>danger, but personally, I believe it to be minor. But that 
>is why I say that I hope everything turns out well. Thought 
>I'd share the good news.

Thanks. That was a pretty bold move but I guess the
meeting will tell if it was worth it.

--

'Tr'Pakh' wrote to Voyeur:
>let her know that it's OK, and even necessary, for her to assert her 
>personhood.  She has as much right to say "no", and to have that 
>"no" respected, as she has to say "yes".

And visa versa. At the same time she must be allowed to
express her sexuality if she so chooses as well. I hope her
compensation for having to fight off this jerk will not persuade
her that it's ALL bad. Her friends can help her here as well :-)

--

'Ianthe' quipped:
>    [ ASGL-L will continue to warmly welcome bisexual and lesbian
>     girl-lovers and, I hope, be interested in, support and 
>     respect boy-lovers.  We will, I expect, continue to be
>     _disinterested_ in listening to pious moralists. ]

If this requires a 'second'; I second. The very evil that we fight
is injustice and intolerance. Each and every one of our
individual lifestyles are condemned by SOME and condoned/
applauded by others (far fewer, I'm afraid - hehe). At least
we could attempt to support and encourage each other HERE.

'Sanctuary'
-----------------------------------------------------------------



'Cipolin' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

'ToddlerSpanker' - I was wondering the genesis of your name: to 
me it seems a little inappropriate.  I have no doubt you have 
honourable intentions, but a name like this could very easily be 
misinterpreted by a journalist (or whatever) quoting ASGL.  Also, 
even idle discussion of S&M fantasy is ripe for a journalist 
looking to quote out of context.

--

'Florian' wrote:
>>I, for one, am not interested in the sinful exploits of poofs.

And I'm not interested in your bigoted comments.  Rest assured 
I'll be skipping over all your future postings.  (I considered 
a lengthy reply to your misguided post, but figured since you're 
so self righteous, you probably wouldn't take any notice.)  
Please note, "I'm" has an apostrophe - not everyone here has 
English as their first language.

   [ And Ianthe doesn't always have time to put them in :) ]

--

Ianthe - could you remind me the recommended line length.  Thanks.

   [ Chop two or three words off each of your lines. ]

Regards,

'Cipolin'
----------------------------------------------------------------




'The Toddler Spanker'
----------------------------------------------------------------

Hi 'GL7'!

It sounds like you had a great time with Kim. Unfortunately I never 
actually 'made it' with those cute twins - it would have happened but as 
I said I was sent home. Both twins wanted me to have sex with them, and 
it was a real turn on to have those twins as part of my little "fan club" 
in the Grade 3 class both wanting sex and wanting it "now". I have 
experienced oral sex with one of them but I have only had intercourse 
once, with a 15 year old girl (when I was 14). 

'Toddler Spanker' does has some significance. I work voluntarily at a 
local preschool (as it happens my supervisor is a full-on boy lover) and 
I like to gently caress and smack the little girls' bums. They like it 
too, and usually I'd have two girls on my lap at once both wanting to 
play the "bad girl and teacher" game where they'd get spanked. Also, I 
tried for many user-names in my email address so I thought that one 
which suggested I liked to spank toddlers wasn't already taken, and it 
wasn't, so I took it! 

I hope to hear from you soon. Best wishes my friend.

Cheers,

'The Toddler Spanker'
----------------------------------------------------------------------
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'Voyeur' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Well how about that, eh? My intentions are always good, but I allow 
myself to get sucked straight back in to the ongoing topics. I only 
intended to scan for replies to my "one-off" posting, but ...

TO "sLeepOver":

As a father of four girls, allow me to offer you some advice. My oldest 
girl is now in her 20s and we kissed on the lips and hugged with abandon 
all her growing years without concern for what people thought. Even in 
the middle of a custody war! We now have a great adult relationship and 
I have NO sexual feelings toward her. My son (also 20s) also still 
kisses me on the lips (and he's not gay either!). We are not emotional 
Europeans, but reserved cool colonials of English stock.

My now mid-teen step-daughter and I had a terrible time for many years 
trying to settle into the right sort of relationship. She turned me on 
something ferocious from the time she was about four, I guess. She could 
not sit on my knee without giving me a raging erection, and I would have 
to push her off and race to the toilet to avoid cumming in my pants if 
she wriggled too much. I discussed this with my wife a couple of times 
(just the erection bit, not the racing to the toilet bit) and she was 
very sympathetic. She thought it was quite normal. She came from a 
single-mum family, so I can only assume she had some similar substitute 
dad experiences when she was smaller.

Anyway, over the years we (my teen and I) have had an on-again off-again 
passionate relationship which included much cuddling and tickling and 
sexual play, but absolutely NO SEX. 

When she was smaller, I used to bath her and wash her hair and help her 
dress. When she walked home from school in the rain I would strip her 
off in front of the heater and dry her little body and cuddle her naked 
until she warmed up. As she got older, we would get each other worked up 
by wrestling and tickling and flirting and such, to the point where she 
would find it hard to say "stop" and I probably could have done anything 
I liked to her. But I didn't. And some of the people on this list know 
the heartache I felt at times.

Instead, I turned to "secret sex" to relieve my feelings. I'd find ways 
to watch her dress and undress without her knowing. I'd borrow her used 
underwear and masturbate - sometimes twice a day - from the excitement 
of its smell. It has hurt my sex life with my partner quite a bit, but 
it has only improved my relationship with my teen.

When she started to bloom, she rushed in all excited to show me her 
budding breasts and her newly-discovered pubic hairs. I was NEVER so 
sexually excited in my whole life. I even took the opportunity to part 
her little pussy lips and examine her clitoris. Shouldn't have done 
that, but I feel I know her intimately because of that.

I have felt MUCH MUCH guilt over the years for some of this stuff. She 
caught me watching her drying off in her bedroom after a shower when she 
was 13. She wouldn't speak to me for a week. But she got over it. I've 
tested her memory of things from time to time, and she remembers - for 
example - sleeping naked with me at age 5 when her mum was in hospital 
having another baby. Her comment was "I didn't know until then that you 
slept naked!"

I have thought a LOT about all of this, as many on this list will know, 
and I now understand it a lot better.

When she is troubled or confused, she often comes to me. She will 
discuss much of her love life with me, including her decision to remain 
a virgin until she is 16. She is a well-developed girl who bloomed at 
age 11, so this is some achievement and I sometimes think it is the 
sexual attention she still gets from me that makes this possible for her 
(she doesn't have to look for it elsewhere).

What I am saying is that having sexual feelings for your daughter, even 
if they end in masturbation and fantasy, does not mean you are going to 
rape her or do anything bad to her. There are more than a few of us on 
this list (where are you 'Mr 43'?) who have been through the same thing 
and have found the positive side of it.

I have two more daughters pre-teen and I still kiss them on the lips and 
hug them endlessly, publicly and privately, and to hell with what ANYONE 
thinks. I don't feel the same sexual attraction to them, although they 
make me feel incredibly good about myself. I bath them and wash their 
hair too, and I am now seeing them begin to bud. I don't see myself 
having the same relationship with them, as their is a "blood barrier" in 
my mind that seems to turn my dick off when it comes to my own children. 
But what I learnt from my step-daughter about tickling and play is being 
applied in my relationship with the younger ones.

I hope this helps you to sort out your feelings.

--

'Tr'Pakh' wrote:
>My advice to you, Voyeur, is to let her know that it's OK, and even
>necessary, for her to assert her personhood.  She has as much right
>to say "no", and to have that "no" respected, as she has to say "yes".
>Let her know that she can do this, and that if he does not stop his
>advances, that she has people she can turn to for help.  Let her know
>that it is OK to resist his advances and his pressuring.  Her body is
>*HERS*, and noone else's, and only *SHE* can decide if and when it's
>time for sex.

Yes, that has been my advice to her already. I just hope she is strong 
enough to do what she has to do and not feel pressured by the 
male-dominated society she lives in to just give in. I will keep you 
posted.

By the way, on a completely opposite note I got a message from a young 
girl (12) in England whose adult lover (30 I think) has just been jailed 
for 18 months for having sex with her. She was VERY confused and sad for 
him and wanted to know why everyone was making him out to be some sort 
of monster when he was so sweet and loving. Apparently he had a prior 
for "raping" an 11 yo girl. He did not sound like a rapist to me. I am 
enjoying the support I can give to these girls as I am sure others she 
has talked to would have tended to back the "monster/molester" story. Au 
-contraire, I was able to explain to her about adult/child love in very 
frank terms and I have made a new friend in the process. Pity she's so 
far away!

'Voyeur'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'sLeepOVER' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

'Sunstorm' wrote: 
>You are one lucky guy. Obviously she 
>trusts you. You have not betrayed this trust. I would 
>simply complement her on how pretty her breasts are 
>getting. You will both feel good.

And on the same subject, 'Sanctuary wrote: 
>Only YOU know 
>what your true motivations are. Don't let anyone
>convince you that you are trying to hurt them if you're 
>not. I know that the children can tell the difference 
>if they're not brainwashed by the propaganda.

Thanks Sunstorm and Sanctuary, I do appreciate your input very 
much and I'm taking it all to heart. I AM a lucky guy, I know. 
I love my family so much, it hurts me sometimes. And I do see 
that, by my not allowing them to set their own limitations, I 
am depriving them of developing a normal parent/child relationship. 

I'm concerned though, that by indulging myself in private on 
the mental images of their bodies, I'm somehow betraying a 
trust. I just can't seem to shake this. Maybe if I explained 
to the pre's my sexuality, it'd be a help to us all, but that's 
a very risky proposition to say the least. In any event, 
thanks again for some much needed advice.

'Ianthe' wrote: 
>[ ASGL-L will continue to warmly welcome  
>bisexual and lesbian girl-lovers and, I hope, be  interested 
>in, support and respect boy-lovers.  We  will, I expect, 
>continue to be _disinterested_ in  listening to pious 
>moralists. ]

Thanks Ianthe. As a person whose sexuality runs the gambit - 
age, gender, tribal line, etc. are of no consequence to me - 
your words were good to read. My sexual attractions are as 
undeniable a part of me as my liver but, girl-loving notwithstanding, 
I will do my best to stay on-topic and leave my liver out of 
things. (g) As for the contributor whom you replied to with 
your above statement, I was tempted to engage them, but what 
would be the point? Unconvincing religious convictions are
chaos without the climax. Besides, I went to Eschaton once, 
and all I got was this lousy T-shirt. 

--

'Tr'Pakh' wrote: 
>I highly recommend this site:  http://www.allaboutsex.org

You're right about the site. My oldest daughter said, "It's pretty 
kewl" and my oldest son liked the 'A Funny' in the pre-teen section, 
but said you should let someone color it. My daughter got the joke; 
she's the one going through the change right now, not him. (g) 
Thanks again, and if you know of any more sights like this one, 
please let us know.

'sLeepOVER'
---------------------------------------------------------------------



'Desire' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------------

Lately, I greeted Alyson and her grandmother, and her grandmother
greeted me back, but Alyson didn't. Her grandmother asked her 'Don't
you say hello to Desire?' Alyson shook her head, and I said 'That's
starting to be some kind of habit of hers...' Her grandmother asked
her why, and she said 'because I don't want to'. She does not want
to say hello to me because she don't want to... Irrefutable logic,
I'd say. I guess it's the 'no'-phase after all.

--

Then a reaction to 'The Pretender', with my apologies for the time
it took for me to post it...

> >... or even filling up the gaps that I knew existed.
> 
> Now _THIS_ is just plain inappropriate!
> 
> What you are saying is in some cases, where you could not remember
> what happened in a period of time, that you just 'made up' events to
> fill the gap.

This is NOT what I meant. Or maybe it was, but then I am really talking
about gaps that are only a tiny fraction of the gaps you think I am
talking about.

> Can you not see how this is inappropriate?  If you are writing about a
> 'fantasy' or about things you 'wished' would happen, then that is
> fine.  Since you would be TELLING people what you are talking about is
> 'a fantasy' or 'something I wish would happen' then it doesn't really
> matter what you write about.  People will read it in the intended
> context.

What I am talking about is NOT about 'fantasy' or things I 'wished'
that had happened. I am talking about filling up the small details.
I am not talking about making up a story about meeting a girl. I am
talking about telling you that she said 'hello' and waved her hand,
where in reality she maybe waved her hand and said 'good morning'.
I am not talking about telling that a girl went to her father and
mother when I don't know how the meeting ended, but about telling
that the girl went to them, when I don't really remember whether
there wasn't one of the two just gone away to buy a cup of coffee.

There is only one hole that I filled up, that was maybe not a finicky
detail, but even here I can't see how you can call it a 'fantasy', or
something that I 'wished' had happened. It is in the following text:

> I was off the main road, but don't remember whether this was in the
> hope of meeting some kids or not - when three girls drew my attention.
> One of them made a hand-stand, and all three girls obviously realized
> she was showing me her panties, and had fun in that.

To be honest, I remember that the girl made a movement that made her
panties show, I remember the girls' reaction (and I remember wondering
whether the girl made the movement with the intention of being naughty,
or that she just did it and only afterwards realized what I could see),
but I don't remember exactly what movement it was. I wrote down 
'handstand', because it seems the most likely one, but it may have been 
a back flip or something like that. Now, does the story really change
that much that it becomes 'fantasy' from the exact nature of the
movement the girl made? All other examples I could find in my past
postings are much smaller yet. The following two are typical:

> I saw a girl sitting on her sister's shoulders. She was moving her hands
> through the water, causing much splashing. Just for fun I splashed back,
> and that was an instant succes. She splashed back at me, and when she was
> away from her sister's back (splashing and keeping stable are probably
> not very easy to do at the same time), she went after me through a part
> where an artificial stream was in the water, and we threw some at each
> other...

The hole-filling should be obvious here, as I did not do it
consistently: I really can't remember (maybe I could when I wrote it,
but I certainly can't at this time) whether the girl was at her
sister's shoulders or her sister's back, but I do know that she was
carried around by a girl that I presumed to be her sister.

> I:  So, why did you leave Amsterdam then?
> BL: I got an invitation to join a 'woongroep', and at that time
>     that seemed to be great.
> I:  At that time? Why not anymore?
> BL: Well, you know that...
> I:  No I don't. But if you'd rather not say that, it's okay.
> BL: The thing you saw on television, that was in the woongroep.

Now, if you can't see by yourself that there is some hole-filling
here, think about the fact that I wrote this down half a week after
it happened. Do you remember dinner talk up to the exact words, half
a week afterwards? I don't. So what I give here as our exact words 
are in fact all paraphrases (and then I'm not just talking about the
fact that they're all translations). Now I COULD have written {or 
other words of a similar effect} after each line. But I think that
would just have distracted from the (true) story I was telling here,
not making it more clear.

I hope this will put your worries at rest regarding my postings. If not,
then I think you are asking too much of me. Or do you really want me
to tell the story above as follows?

Lately, I greeted Alyson and her grandmother, and her grandmother
greeted me back (or at least said something), but Alyson didn't.
Her grandmother asked her 'Don't you say hello to Desire?' (or other
words of a similar effect, and she did in Dutch) Alyson said 'no' or 
shook her head or something like that, and I said something like 
'That's starting to be some kind of habit of hers...' Her grandmother 
asked her why, and she said 'because I don't want to' (I'm not certain 
about the exact wording, though). She does not want to say hello to me 
because she don't want to... Irrefutable logic, I'd say. I guess it's 
the 'no'-phase after all.

--

'Sanctuary' wrote:
> I didn't get to play with her today but maybe next time. My daughter
> said I was welcome.

I think you should be grateful to your daughter who is so willing to
share her friends with you. 

--

To 'Voyeur':

I think the most important thing is that she DOES tell the man that
she doesn't like his sexual ouvertures. Maybe it's a good idea for her
to write a letter - it might be easier to say it that way than to tell
it in his face. If she has told him, he'll probably want to change,
and if so, the problem is not yet solved, but at least it's not all
her problem any more. If he does not want to change, then it would be
a good idea to contemplate not being with him any more. But the first
thing is simply telling him. That might solve a large part, although
not all, of the problem. If he doesn't see that she doesn't like it,
there is no chance of him ever changing.

--

'Mouse' wrote:
> I had something happen to me recently that I feel very good about. Very,
> very good. I had decided to search out women who had kids through a
> matching system we have here for meeting people that I had refered to
> earlier.

Somehow this feels a bit unfair - you pretend to befriend the woman,
but in reality are looking for their kids instead. Although it seems
that in the case you mentioned, this all clicked - maybe the woman
was in fact looking for someone to take a place in her daughter's
life too? And, anyway, I somehow feel that an advertisement like...

'Man, age <..>, is looking for girls age 4-12 for friendship,'

...will either get one hate-mail or nothing at all (even if one would
include 'no sex, with parental permission only' or something like
that).

--

'Tr'Pakh' wrote:
> It kinda made me wonder just how much of the world we live in is
> the manufactured will of someone else (the politicians, who have a
> keen way of distracting you from the real issues and problems of
> the world with irrellevent minutia, the media that shows us what
> *they* want us to see ...) and not "reality" at all?

Most media don't show us what they want us to see, but what we want
to see. Grades are everything. And what do people want to see?
Exactly, those things that confirm their beliefs.

--

Disclaimer: When reading the following text, please remember that
a sexual fantasy is NOT a wish or somesuch. When I describe something
as being a fantasy, this does not mean that I would want it to happen
in reality.

'GL7' wrote:
> Are there any people reading this who have ever had any spanking
> fantasies involving little girls?

If you knew only half of what was going on in my fantasies... But,
yes, I fantasize of spanking a little girl, of being spanked by one,
and of being spanked by somebody else or spanking someone else on
her command.

> And has anyone besides me ever found a consenting child as an S&M
> partner? I know pedophilia and S&M sounds like a contradiction, but
> years ago I used to have such fantasies, but since I met Kim those
> thoughts have pretty much vanished, but not altogether.

Well, I know most of my sexual fantasies have S&M-related themes
(although in my case D&S (dominance and submission) is a better
description). Where it used to be that I mostly played the dominant
role, but since my fantasies started becoming more and more pedophilic,
that changed. Now I often fantasize about submitting completely to
a little girl, although I have punishment fantasies as well. There 
are also still many dominant fantasies in which the partner is
a woman rather than a child. I don't know why, but I can think of
several possible reasons:

1. Somehow I find it much easier to imagine a masochistic adult woman
   than a masochistic child, so it's harder to imagine a dominant
   relationship with the latter to be consensual.

2. Among my favorite fantasies on this point is 'forced exhibitionism'
   (I think you can understand what I mean), which also does not
   combine very well with little girls.

3. S/M for me is for a large part 'a game of giving up power' - and a
   child hardly has any power to give up.

I have also noticed that the nature of the exchange differs a bit for
my dominant and submissive fantasies. In my dominant fantasies I like
to bring the woman in in essence embarassing situations (forced
exhibitionism again), in my submissive fantasies it's more about
doing things for her that she would otherwise have had to do herself
(carrying her or her belongings around, for example), about making
myself dependant (locking myself with locks only she can open), and/or
giving up freedom (having to ask permission for all kinds of
trivialities).

Well, you may call me a pervert, but please remember the disclaimer.

--

'Florian' wrote:
> But it appears that many of the contributors to ASGL are content to
> just stare at little girls at swimming pools and parks, trying to
> 'cop a feel', and bragging about their risky achievements.  This type
> of behaviour gives girl lovers a bad name.

So? What do you want me to do? I'd love to do more, but how? What do
you want me to do?

> Anyway, ASGL is for girl lovers only isn't it?  The very title, ASGL, 
> stands for Alt Support Girl Lovers, not that I should have to remind 
> anyone.  I don't see the word boy in the title at all.  Let's keep this 
> forum for girl lovers only. 

I disagree. For me, everyone who wants to help us, or who wants to
know more about us, is welcome, as long as they have a positive
attitude towards girl-loving.

> I, for one, am not interested in the sinful exploits of poofs.

I think that boy-lovers have enough forums of their own to tell their
stories, but many of our feelings, and many of our problems are the
same. And if they want to help us, even if it is in the smallest of
ways, I'd be more than happy to welcome them. I know I'm trying to do
so the other way around.

And in my opinion the same goes for any other group of people, whether
it be family members of girl-lovers, (former) loved girls, or just the
general public. If people want to understand, let them read. If people
want to help, let them talk. If people want to flame, let them f***
off.

'Desire'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'The Courier' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------------

I have some information that you might want to pass on to the others
on the list:

1. - PGP is only as sucure as your password.  Ever character you add
exponitially adds time to crack it.  Hte mathmatics of PGP itself arn't
going to be broken, but your passphrase may.  Whole sentances are
almolst impossible to crack (in any amount of time that you could
still be living that is.

2. - As many of you have been talking about recently, if you wipe your
key rings the data that's encrypted is completly safe (and completly
lost to even you).  But what many people forget is that the files you
are encrypting, even after they are deleted, still reside on your hard
drive for a period of time, until they are overwritten by other data.
These files need to be "wiped."  Although the term "wipe" is often
used on ASGL, I've never seen a wipeing tool posted.  Here's a great
one for free:

http://www.jetico.sci.fi/

3. - If you are *really* freaked out about being convicted you might
even want to get rid of the old file entries in your FAT.  Here's a
program to do that:

http://www.briggsoft.com/dsnoop.htm

   [ Thanks, more info and links at the Fresh Petals 'security'
     page - follow the url at the top of this posting. ]

And for those wondering why I'm suscribed to ASGL - the same reason
you are. :-)  i just don't feel like commenting very much, but I do
enjoy reading others experiences and how they have dealt with problems
- it helps me deal with me own.

Hope this helps,

'The Courier'
---------------------------------------------------------------------



'Tr'Pakh' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------------

   [ Hey, cool line-wrapping for once - don't touch that dial ! :) ]

Hi again, all!

'Florian' wrote about activism:
>                           My wish is for a better future for girl-lovers, 
>and for our lifestyle to be accepted by society.  But it appears that 
>many of the contributors to ASGL are content to just stare at little 
>girls at swimming pools and parks, trying to 'cop a feel', and bragging 
>about their risky achievements.  This type of behaviour gives girl 
>lovers a bad name.  

Indeed it does, since it reinforces the "dirty old man in a raincoat"
stereotype.

>                    We know that our love for girls is not wrong, so 
>quit acting as if it were.  Children are people, with the same rights 
>and choices as adults.  

The trick is getting the legislatures, courts, and general public to
acknowledge this, and to give the children the level of autonomy they
deserve.  Let's face it, we live in a control-oriented society.  
Politicians don't want to give up control, which is why institutions 
like the electoral college still exist, even though there is no need 
for them anymore.  Adults don't want to give up control, and continue 
using phrases like "you'll do what your told because I'm your father", 
rather than explaining to the child the reasoning behind things like 
why they should not play in the middle of the street, or drink the 
water out of the toilet, or juggle the kitchen knives without first 
learning how to juggle properly.

>They are entitled to more respect than this.

Indeed they are.
 
>Maybe Im extreme in my views.  Im in my twenties.  Im young, blunt 
>and forthright in what I say.  But I'm part of the generation that gets 
>want they want, if they make enough noise.  That's all we need to do. 

Perhaps, but remember to look back at what happened in the early days
of the civil rights and gay rights movements.  Hell, gay-bashing is
*still* considered a "boys night out" in many areas.  We need to be
careful about just what *kind* of noise we make.

I think our most powerful tool against our oppressors is our vote.  I
routinely send faxes and e-mails to my state and federal senators and
representatives, urging them to vote against (or for) specific pieces
of legislation, particularly those that have an impact on people's
rights of self-determination and those that affect the freedoms of
Internet users.  We have to let the politicians know that they, after
all, are working for *US*, we fund their pay-checks, *WE* are *THEIR*
boss, not the other way around.

>Homosexuals, although I disagree with their lifestyle, have gained 
>recognition and acceptance in society.  It is no longer permissible to 
>discriminate against a person of different race, religion or culture.  

Although gay-bashing is still a widespread hobby for many people, and
often those who participate in it get only token punishments.  Their
battle is far from over, and ours has not yet truly begun.

>So why are we still seen as filthy, morally corrupt perverts who deserve 
>to rot in jail for their choice of female companions?

Because that's what the politicians and religious leaders tell them to
believe.  They don't want to lose control over the people they have
control over, so they stack the deck against us by forcing falsehoods
about sexuality on our young children in the so-called "sex education"
curricula mandated for the schools, and by telling our children over
and over and over again that their bodies are sinful things.

Our children are taught from first grade onward to do only what their
told, not to think for themselves (about *anything*), to not do anything
at all until they're told to do something by an adult.  They are taught
that they are worthless, helpless beings whose own personal thoughts and
feelings are invalid because they are not 18 years old yet.  Children who
*do* show some initiative, creativity, or intelligence are often
labelled as mentally ill (being a self-starter, finding something to
occupy your mind while waiting for the teacher to hand out the next
badly ditto-copied busy-work sheet is, of course, the leading indicator
of ADHD, and any child that does so must be immediately placed on
a Ritalin drug plan).

These things *must* change before we, as a group, can ever gain acceptance
in "mainstream" society.  We are hated because we are "victimizing" young
people who can't think or feel for themselves.  Until that attitude about
children changes, until the adult world realizes that children *do* have
valid opinions and emotions, that children really *are* people who deserve
all the rights and liberties that should be accorded all people, we will
remain the monsters in the shadows.

>                                                              We need
>to be more outspoken in society, and make people aware that we are the 
>not evil-minded, dangerous and violent criminals that we are made out to 
>be.  

What we need to do is help people understand what *love* really is.  
Unfortunately this concept has become obscured in our modern culture.
We have developped the most unhealthy double standards for just about
everything, but especially about love and sex.  When the word love is
used anymore, it is generally used as a synonym for lust, the purely
animal part of the sex drive, rather than for the deeper, truly human
emotion of love.

>      But I suppose that the only way we can turn the tide of prejudice 
>against us, is to risk the chance of arrest and ridicule.  Are we 
>prepared to risk our livelihood, our job, our friendships, some of the 
>most important things in our life, in order to achieve 'the' most 
>important thing in our lives, a relationship with a girl of our choice?  
>I am, if it means we have a better future.

Unfortunately, these days, it means a future of rapes, beatings and
stabbings by your fellow inmates, most of whom are there for committing
*real* crimes like murder and armed robbery, rather than the "crime"
of showing kindness to a child.

>Im sorry if I come across too strong, or offend some of you.  But I 
>believe in telling the absolute truth, regardless of the consequences.  
>Truth is the only way to solve the problems of our world.  

I agree with you that truth is of paramount importance.

Unfortunately, we live in a world that does not value truth.  It
values power, control, and dominion over other people's lives.

>So Iwill follow Gods rules, not anyone elses.

I prefer to follow *my* rules, thank you.

>Anyway, ASGL is for girl lovers only isn't it?  The very title, ASGL, 
>stands for Alt Support Girl Lovers, not that I should have to remind 
>anyone.  

Actually, if you read the FAQ, it is not just *for* girl lovers, but
*about* girl lovers.

>        I don't see the word boy in the title at all.  Let's keep this 
>forum for girl lovers only.  I, for one, am not interested in the sinful 
>exploits of poofs.  

I hate to break this to you, Florian, but many, if not most, of us are
*both* girl lovers *and* boy lovers, and many of the same issues relate
to *both* girl love *and* boy love.  To me the main issue is *love*, and
our right to love whom we will, and the children's (boys and girls alike)
rightto love us back if they want to.

>                    Thank you to those who have supported my right to 
>voice my opinion.  I will support your right also.  I look forward to 
>your responses.

I've quoted him before, and I'll quote him again, cuz he said it
soooooooooooo well:

         "I may disagree with what you have to say, but I will
         defend, to the death, your right to say it."
         /Voltaire/

--

Found the following paragraph on the All About Sex website at

     http://www.allaboutsex.org/kidsthesedays.html

and it made me laugh so hard that I just *had* to share it with
you all:

>    Adolescents who have sexual relationships are therefore
>    immoral perverts who are bringing this country down with
>    their lack of morals!  Every pre-adolescent who has had a
>    sexual experience is obviously the victim of a sick and twisted
>    adult or peer, and is irreversibly scarred for the rest of their
>    life.  And anyone who even wonders out loud about either
>    issue is immediately labeled a pedophile... or worse, a liberal!

Heheheheh.

'Tr'Phak'
----------------------------------------------------------------------
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Sunday press-cuttings round-up:

* Internet girl back home after elopement 
* Head girl delays birth for exams 
* MIT professor plans to make UK key-recovery policies useless
* Porn scandal unearthed at top defence lab
* Police figures hide poor clear-up rate
* The travails of Adrian Lyne's "Lolita"
* Is paedophilia a suitable subject for the London stage?

---------------------------------------------------------------

June 21st 1998     

Internet girl back home after elopement 

AN AMERICAN lawyer has pledged to wait for the British
schoolgirl he eloped with after they met on the Internet,
despite being banned by a judge from contacting her. 

Kelly Fury, 16, was at home in Abergavenny, South Wales,
yesterday. 

Police arrested Mr Holford, a 34 year old lawyer from 
Indianapolis, on suspicion of abducting the girl after 
the pair headed for Gretna Green.  He was released without 
charge after Kelly refused to cooperate with police or 
make a complaint.  Kelly's family have made her ward of
court in a bid to prevent her meeting Holford again.

Mr Holford declared his love for Kelly in a letter
to her family. He said he was "certainly willing to wait
for Kelly to finish school and grow more before I would
consider establishing a more permanent relationship". 

-----------------------------------------------------------



Head girl delays birth for exams 
-----------------------------------------------------------

BY ROBIN YOUNG 

A SCHOOL head-girl aged 16 missed only two of her GCSE
exams even though she spent 24 hours in labour in hospital
giving birth to an 8lb 4oz son while they were going on. 

Kate Goddard postponed having her labour induced though she
was ten days overdue because she had an English exam to
complete. Three days after giving birth, she returned to St
Hugh's School in Grantham, Lincolnshire, to sit her maths
exam. She completed six examinations, missing only French
and Science, and yesterday she was at a business studies
exam. 

Miss Goddard said: "I was determined to complete as many
exams as posssible because I want to be a teacher. The
doctor said I had to go into hospital, but I had to hold on
for English because it's my best subject." 

She is now studying for A-level English and A-level leisure
and tourism. Miss Goddard's mother, Sue, a 32-year-old
nursing home assistant, was also a mother at 16, but was
ordered to leave school when her teachers heard she was
pregnant. She said yesterday: "Katie's school has been just
great." 

The school's deputy headmaster, Paul Kitson, said: "We are
delighted that everything went well and are pleased Katie
decided to carry on with her exams. She has had the
foresight to plan for her own and her son's futures. There
are a lot of opportunities open to her." 

Miss Goddard said the baby's father was a school friend.

------------------------------------------------------------



MIT professor plans to make UK key-recovery policies useless:
--------------------------------------------------------------

Politics and technology are becoming increasingly
intertwined. Which is to be expected: technology has
created great wealth in some places, and money is the most
potent of political lures. 

Sniffing money, politicians have a way of showing up and
proposing a tax, a law, an embargo, a moratorium, an
investigation, a witch hunt or an all-out ban - or
otherwise blocking, entangling, obfuscating or getting in
the way. The reason is simple: if some process is creating
wealth and jobs and raising living standards without them,
politicians worry, rightly, that we will begin to wonder
why we need them. 

Conversely, if a pol can make enough trouble, at some point
it just gets easier to play along. Once upon a time in
America, there was another class of citizen who practised a
similar approach. In certain, often humble neighbourhoods,
these folks would come along selling "insurance" -
insurance that your windows didn't get smashed, or your arm
broken, or your head cracked. Folks didn't like it very
much but were pragmatic enough to pay up, at least if they
owned any windows, arms or heads. 

Giving in means ceding power. And power and money are to
politicians as matter and energy were to Albert Einstein:
two sides of the same coin. 

So it is with our political leaders, and their methods date
from at least the epoch immediately following the casting
out from the Garden of Eden. Recently, however, many of
these same leaders find themselves struggling to keep up
with the pace of technological change. 

Technology moves so fast that opportunities flash past too
quickly for this set to get their hooks in. It even comes
to pass that once they've got their arms around something,
a twist in the technology leaves them with empty hands.
Just such a situation may currently be in the making. 
America's political leadership has drawn a bead on strong
encryption. They absolutely refuse to let citizens keep
their private affairs private, using the pretty flimsy
pretence that they're doing this to keep encryption out of
the hands of criminals. Most not-particularly-sharp
10-year-olds can tell you that, by definition, making
something illegal keeps it out of the hands of the
law-abiding, not the criminal, element. 

Even though his advisers admit that this policy is a
failure, President Clinton continues to support the notion
that all encryption schemes must have a "back door" key
that the government can get their hands on whenever they
want to check up on us. 

The Feds have indicated that they will never mess with
authentication keys - digital signatures that individuals
and corporations can use to prove, among other things, that
they are really who they say they are when conducting
transactions. 

    _A law against this scheme would essentially be a
    law against messaging_

So it was amusing this week to come across a new scheme for
securing messages - by Ronald Rivest, an MIT professor -
that does not depend on secret keys or encryption. Rivest
(he's the "R" in "RSA encryption") proposes a system called
"chaffing and winnowing". Chaffing, Rivest explains, is the
reverse of winnowing, which means "to separate or eliminate
the poor or useless parts". 

Chaffing and winnowing work like this: an author, say,
Alice, composes a message to Bob, and breaks it into
convenient blocks of text. She precedes each plain-text
block with a sequence number, and ends it with an
authentication code computed from the text, plus her own
authentication key. 

At some point, a bunch of dummy blocks (or blocks of
messages from other users) are randomly mixed in with
Alice's. Alice can do this, or she can let somebody
downstream do it - say, her Internet service provider. ISPs
already send all their traffic as intermingled blocks
called packets. 

Bob just has to look for a complete sequence of blocks with
the correct authentication code, jettison the extras, the
chaff, and he's got the whole message. In practice, Alice
and Bob's software would do all of this invisibly. Alice's
would break up the message, add the sequence number and
calculate the authentication keys, while Bob's would reject
any message block that didn't match the sender's key and
reassemble the full text. 

It should be noted that this scheme, so far, is very much
like what happens to any message sent electronically over a
network. Messages are routinely broken up into packets with
a sequence number and a check-sum or other code that allows
the receiver to know if the packet was transmitted
correctly. A law against this scheme would essentially be a
law against messaging on networks with current techniques. 

If the blocks were sized or otherwise handled cleverly, and
enough chaff were mixed in, the odds of someone recovering
the right blocks without knowing the authentication key
could be made extremely slim - as slim as they are in the
case of strong encryption. There are a number of twists
that can be added - none of which depend on encryption or
secret keys - which can make this system very, very secure. 

This legerdemain makes escrowed recovery keys useless -
remember, the message itself is in plain text - and depends
instead on authentication keys that the US government has
pledged it will never touch. 

In short, in the time it has taken a few hundred
politicians to throw up a road block, a professor has just
invented a new technology. As Rivest puts it: "The policy
debate about regulating technology ends up being obsoleted
by technological innovations." 

Maybe Rivest's greatest contribution will be to winnow the
citizenry from politician's chaff. 

-----------------------------------------------------------



And they thought the DRA might help develop technology to 
stop net porn... ;)
-----------------------------------------------------------

_Porn scandal unearthed at top defence lab_

by Steve Farrar 
  
ONE of the biggest Internet pornography scandals in
Britain has been uncovered at a top Ministry of Defence
(MoD) research laboratory. 

Military investigators were astonished to find staff at the
Defence Evaluation and Research Agency (Dera) at Malvern,
in Worcestershire, had secretly downloaded from the
Internet more than 170,000 pornographic images - some
involving children - in just three weeks.
 
The government scientists, who are responsible for
developing battlefield technology for Britain's armed
services, used 200 false identities to collect the
pornography.

The investigators found that a key computer - supposed to
be used to exchange research data with colleagues worldwide
- had spent more than 70% of its on-line time downloading
and distributing the pornographic images.

Jim Bates, a forensic computer expert who carried out an
independent inquiry, said: "The sheer amount of material is
staggering. I've never seen anything with such huge
quantities relayed to such large numbers of people."
 
A security guard stumbled on the ring during a routine
check at the laboratory, where 1,500 scientists and staff
work. MoD police discovered staff had used a special
program, called Sucker, to collect hundreds of thousands of
images 24 hours a day from sexually explicit news groups.

Although the ring was uncovered last year, investigators have 
only now revealed the scandal after inquiries by The Sunday Times. 
Five staff have been suspended.

More than 3,500 Dera employees across Britain had access to
the system containing the material, including many of the
scientists involved in the development of military
electronics at Malvern, where technology from thermal
imaging to liquid crystal displays has been pioneered. 
Bates said a lack of simple measures meant it was not
possible to trace who was behind the 200 identities known
to have handled the pornography. "The physical security at
Dera is tremendous but the electronic security was
non-existent. The way the thing was set up provided the
maximum opportunity with the minimum risk of being
identified," he said.

Rupert Cazalet, a Dera spokesman, said the monitoring of
Internet communications was being tightened as a result of
the scandal but it was important to give scientists
unrestricted access. "We are embarrassed and are
considering what further action should or can be taken," 
he said.

-----------------------------------------------------------



Highlights of an article in today's Sunday Times:
-----------------------------------------------------------

Police figures hide poor clear-up rate

... official figures for England and Wales show that police forces 
are failing to solve the majority of common crimes and there is
new evidence that forces systematically under-report the
true extent of crime.

In many areas 92% of burglaries are unsolved and less than
a half of muggings and other violent assaults result in
convictions or arrests, according to latest statistics from
the Audit Commission, which oversees police spending.

However, it is now claimed these figures substantially
underestimate the real crime rate.
 
Concern about the level of statistical manipulation has
prompted the Audit Commission and Her Majesty's
Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC) to change the way
police forces are allowed to collate their crime and
detection statistics. According to official sources, the
new figures are likely to show that forces such as Greater
Manchester, West Midlands and London's Metropolitan police
- already among the worst performers despite having the
biggest budgets and the most officers relative to local
population - are doing even worse than realised. 

...
 
A deputy chief constable from another force, who asked not
to be named, said the change in the rules governing crime
figures had infuriated senior officers: "What these figures
will show is that senior officers have deliberately
underestimated crime to make their performance look
better." 

...

----------------------------------------------------------



_*The travails of Adrian Lyne's "Lolita."*_
-----------------------------------------------------------

 _By Stephanie Zacharek_

 JUNE 8, 1998:  It's an unenviable task, bringing one of
the most beautiful novels of the English language to the
screen. And in the first sequence of director Adrian Lyne's
*Lolita* -- which opened across Europe late last year and
in Great Britain last month but is not scheduled for a
theatrical release in the United States -- it seems he just
might have pulled it off. Jeremy Irons appears as a dazed
and blood-spattered Humbert Humbert, behind the wheel of a
dusty car that looks almost as worn-out as he does. He
swerves from one side of the road to the other with an
aimlessness that's almost a reverie; he clutches a plain
hairpin like a talisman. Ennio Morricone's spare, mournful
piano theme, like sprigs of springtime notes, sounds lovely
and conventional -- except for the surprise of two slightly
discordant oddball notes that intrude like unruly scars
every few phrases. The music, the confused car wobbling in
the rusty light, and Irons's weary despair together capture
the deep melancholy that pervades the last section of
Vladimir Nabokov's *Lolita*. For a few brief moments it
looks as if Lyne had figured out how to translate Nabokov's
poetry into light -- a task that anyone who loves the book
would think impossible. 

        But before long, the timid respectfulness and excessive
earnestness of Lyne's vision, and screenwriter Stephen
Schiff's, only make the movie seem sluggish and inert.
Lyne's *Lolita* reduces the countless downy layers of
Nabokov's story, about an older man's obsession with a
"nymphet," into a few thickly matted ones. Lyne, Schiff,
and Irons are in touch with *Lolita*'s melancholy all right
-- at the expense of its humor, which seems to have passed
them by. Stanley Kubrick's 1962 version -- constrained by
the tenor of its time as well -- was less faithful in its
adaptation of the language. Yet Kubrick's movie succeeds
precisely because it doesn't strive for rigid faithfulness:
it's like a crackpot shorthand version of the novel. The
spirit of Nabokov is alive in the wordplay, the randy
jokes, the deadpan humor. And though the movie goes
slightly overboard with its own outrageousness, the
poignance of James Mason's performance -- the way his
ice-crystal prissiness melts into stoop-shouldered sorrow
-- offsets all the silliness. 

        That Lyne's *Lolita* should be a disappointment instead of
a triumph is all the more frustrating given that the
controversy surrounding the film has made it a symbol of
sorts. It's always easier to get behind the cause of a
movie one likes. But no matter what anyone thinks of this
*Lolita* as a work of art, the film's failure to find an
American theatrical distributor -- the cable channel
Showtime has picked it up and plans to air it in August --
speaks volumes about the restrictive and dangerous cultural
climate that's taken hold in the United States. 

        Part of Lyne's problem is just bad timing: sex
and children is a potent issue on both sides of the
Atlantic, and even in the more liberal European climate,
the movie has taken some heat. But Europe has at least had
the chance to see *Lolita*. Lyne claims that the American
studio executives to whom he showed the movie were
initially enthusiastic but later cooled toward it. Although
Hollywood executives, speaking on condition of anonymity,
told the *New York Times* last September that the film had
been rejected because "it was not a good movie," Lyne is
certain that Hollywood is spooked by the subject matter.
"It is a country where six-year-olds are sent home from
school for kissing their classmates, where in Oklahoma
police raided video stores, seizing copies of *The Tin
Drum* -- so I am not altogether surprised," he said during
a press conference at the San Sebastian International Film
Festival last fall. "The atmosphere in America has become
very moralistic in the last three years, similar to the way
it was in the 1950s." 

        It's ironic: even as hysterics are claiming that we're a
nation of television zombies, that violence in the movies
is causing our children to kill one another, that there
just isn't enough beauty in our world, a film version of a
rich, complex work like *Lolita* is being kept from
American movie audiences. Or maybe it isn't so ironic. The
cultural watchdogs in this country -- the contingent that
spearheaded the Communications Decency Act (declared
unconstitutional by the Supreme Court) and the 1996 Child
Pornography Prevention Act (which outlaws "any visual
depiction, including any photograph, film, video image or
picture" that "is or appears to be of a minor engaging in
sexually explicit conduct," thus rendering, say, *Romeo and
Juliet* actionable) -- want to make art as safe as mother's
milk. It's beyond their conception that sometimes art is
supposed to rattle your very bones. In the eyes of these
watchdogs (who come from both the right and the left) we've
become a nation of children incapable of grasping the
subtleties of art. The suppression of *Lolita* can't be
called out-and-out censorship -- no group or individual is
overtly preventing the film from being shown -- but it's a
good example of how easily and insidiously our government
can control what we see without ever openly violating the
First Amendment. 

        *Lolita* may be a controversial book, but it's also a
deeply moral one: Humbert's actions have consequences that
ultimately destroy him. Yet *Lolita* never bows to the idea
that art has to be instructional or enlightening. Its great
revelation isn't that "child abuse is bad." What remains 
shocking about the book, more than 40 years after its 
initial publication, isn't that we extract some great
lesson from it but that we can be made to feel more deeply
than we ever imagined for a man whose actions we can't in
any way excuse. 

        Perhaps because they were trying too hard to underscore
this morality, Lyne and Schiff have come up with a
scrupulous, tiptoeing interpretation that chokes off much
of the book's freedom and joy. Lyne is so obsessed with
creating lush images (the movie has been shot with
soft-focus artiness by Howard Atherton) that he ends up
fetishizing them: a squirt of chocolate shooting into a
glass at the soda fountain; Humbert's pen dipping into its
inkwell. These eroticized totems are too pat and
predictable to have any potency -- they're the trappings of
maddeningly deliberate, self-conscious filmmaking. Lyne and
Schiff have worked feverishly to remain true to the spirit
of the book, but though their intentions are honorable (and
their images are often pretty), they've managed to smother
much of its delicacy. 

        And for the most part, Lyne hasn't brought out the best in
his actors. As Charlotte Haze, Lolita's mother, Melanie
Griffith comes off as merely brittle and silly; she has
none of the heartbreaking vulnerability that Shelley
Winters brought to the Kubrick version. The Lolita of
Dominique Swain (who was seen in John Woo's *Face-Off*) has
a monkeylike charm at the beginning: when she dances to the
radio, doing a loose-limbed kid's version of the
hootchy-kootchy, she's so awkwardly childlike that you
can't help laughing with delight, just as Humbert does.
Before long, though, her adolescent, manipulative poutiness
becomes wearying, through no fault of Swain's. Lolita is
not a complex character, and her motivations aren't all
that hard to grasp -- they don't have to be painted in such
broad strokes. 

        Most frustrating of all is how Jeremy Irons seems to
understand certain aspects of Humbert Humbert's character
completely while other aspects are played down or ignored
altogether. It isn't necessarily that Irons doesn't know
those qualities are there in Humbert -- there's just no
allowance made for them in the script. Irons is a far more
tender Humbert than James Mason, and the lovesickness that
creeps across his face when he first sees Lolita is
wrenching. Irons isn't a childlike man -- in fact, he looks
prematurely craggy -- but when his Lolita cracks a goofy
joke or makes a face, his crooked smile turns him into an
awkward, lovestruck 10-year-old. And he adds a dimension to
Humbert's character that Nabokov didn't really spell out:
the way Lolita could make the ordinarily stiff and snobbish
Humbert feel as playful and free as a child. When Humbert
and Lolita set off on their cross-country adventure, she
turns to him and says, "I feel like we're grown-ups." He
answers, "Me too," and the simple line suggests that the
hold she has on him is something he's mistaken for freedom.
His desperation in the lovemaking scenes (which were
carefully and tastefully shot and edited, with the
assistance of a lawyer, so Lyne wouldn't violate the Child
Pornography Protection Act) only makes his final
realization -- that he's snatched away Lolita's childhood
-- that much more devastating. 

        Yet beyond that, the Humbert of Lyne's *Lolita* has been
flattened and smoothed and largely defanged. Although
Lolita and Humbert consummate their relationship at her
behest, he's not, of course, an innocent party: Nabokov
shows us Humbert bringing himself to climax while she
squirms on his lap, scheming to sedate her with
tranquilizers so he can fondle her in her sleep, rejoicing
when her mother is hit by a car. Lyne's Humbert is pitiable
and confused, but his treachery and his outright cruelty
have been submerged. He's simply too nice to poor Charlotte
Haze -- just sort of opaque and distant around her, instead
of disdainful. And he barely shows relief, much less
exhilaration, when she dies. It's as if Lyne and Schiff
were afraid of making their Humbert too unlikable, not
realizing that his character needs to be a tangle of
contradictions. Humbert's nastiness and his snobbery
sometimes make him very funny -- but we also need to find
him despicable, horrible, inexcusable if the sympathy we
ultimately feel for him is to carry any weight. 

        By the time Lyne's *Lolita* winds down, with a grisly,
drawn-out showdown between Humbert and his rival, Clare
Quilty (played with squishy unctuousness by Frank
Langella), I felt worn down by it instead of won over.
Lyne's movie isn't the daring work it could have been, and
that's disappointing. But regardless of its merits or its
flaws, no American should have to fly to England to see it. 

        And at the very least, Lyne's *Lolita* does recognize that
the beauty of the book's prose is a challenge in itself: do
you dare turn away from this, Nabokov seems to ask, no
matter how distasteful you find the subject matter? "I am
thinking of aurochs and angels, the secret of durable
pigments, prophetic sonnets, the refuge of art," Humbert
says at the end of the book, explaining how, by writing her
story, he hopes to keep his beloved Lolita alive forever.
No wonder Lyne hoped to keep her alive through shadows and
light as well.
 
------------------------------------------------------------




-----------------------------------------------------------

Is paedophilia a suitable subject for the London stage?

Vanessa Thorpe reports

A prize-winning new play which tells the story of a
paedophile relationship from the point of view of the
Lolita figure has been criticised by a family support group
for its dangerously sympathetic portrayal of abuse. 

How I Learned to Drive - already an off-Broadway success
for the American playwright Paula Vogel - opens at the
Donmar Warehouse in Covent Garden on Wednesday and
describes the way a 13-year-old girl grows emotionally
close to her uncle.

The young girl, known as Li'l Bit and played by the
burgeoning British film star Helen McCrory, is an "early
developer" whose pubescent charms quickly attract the
attention of her otherwise kindly, mild-mannered relative.
During a series of driving lessons, the affectionate uncle
makes physical advances which both comfort and confuse his
niece. For a time the relationship appears to help the
couple with their mutual feelings of isolation.

Then, in disturbing scenes which are likely to surprise
many of his fans, the actor Kevin Whately, best known for
his television roles as Sgt Lewis in Inspector Morse and as
the benevolent doctor in ITV's Peak Practice, will take his
avuncular image into new territory. In the middle of
supervising a driving manoeuvre, Whately's character starts
to fondle his niece's breasts. At another point in the play
he also persuades her to take part in a clandestine topless
photo session.

While Vogel claims she wrote the play in order to
demonstrate how young girls learn to cope with adolescent
trauma, the Christian pressure group Family and Youth 
Concern says it fears that staging such an ambivalent tale 
will be counterproductive. 

Cornelia Oddie, the campaign group's deputy director, said
that every time paedophilia is portrayed in drama she
believes the crime is perceived as less shocking and more
acceptable. "I think any presentation of paedophilia is
damaging," she said. "We are walking a tightrope." 

For Paula Vogel, the furore surrounding her new play are 
symptoms of a political correctness that "has nothing to 
do with feminism". 

"Our sexuality and coming of age is always going to be
difficult," she said. "Anybody in any relationship is going
to have damage. That is part of the process of maturity." 
Ms Vogel fiercely defends her right to avoid a black and
white presentation of paedophile abuse. "It is not about
victim and abuser," she says. "It is about looking at the
gifts we get from the people who hurt us." 

Helen McCrory, who is actually 29 and is to be seen in the
films The James Gang, Dad Savage and Spoonface Steinberg,
supports Vogel's licence to put forward a complex human
situation. 

"She is absolutely right not to force the story into a
logic just to make a point," she said. "I don't think she
is asking for sympathy for the uncle, she is just saying
'these things happen' and not lecturing the audience." 

The play's director at the Donmar, John Crowley, also sees
a "moral maze" at the core of the play. "I feel that part
of her skill was her refusal to demonise the paedophile.
She asks, 'What if it was your favourite uncle? A good man?
A giving man?' You have to look at the surrounding society
that allows these things to happen."

-----------------------------------------------------------
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'Mouse' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------

'Mouse' wrote:
>>I will admit that the situation has some possibility of
>>danger, but personally, I believe it to be minor. But that
>>is why I say that I hope everything turns out well. Thought
>>I'd share the good news.
>
>Thanks. That was a pretty bold move but I guess the
>meeting will tell if it was worth it.

Well, it wasn't as worth it as I would have liked. Not because things went
badly but rather because 'Chr' was not there. I went there on Saturday,
even after being told that 'Chr' would not be there. It turned out that she
had been invited to the house of a friend of hers, which I thought was a
very good thing for her, considering what i wrote about this before. so I
sat around talking to 'Ca' and her two boys, 18 months and the other 2 yo.
The younger one didn't have anything to say, except the usual baby talk,
though I did get to play with him and hold him. I'm trying to make a
conscious effort of acknowledging male children too instead of just the
girls, which if you don't may arouse suspicions in others. the older one
knows how to talk but doesn't really like to hold conversations with me,
not even on the phone.

My main reason for being there, even though, sadly, 'Chr' was not going to
be there, was more to 'sow the seed' than anything else. So I didn't mind in
the least bit that 'Chr' wasn't there and actually enjoyed the experience.
It does seem as I'm going to be invited back.

To clarify something I wrote about 'Chr's family, even though it's true
that they are on public assistance, it's also the case that 'Ca's husband
does work, but probably doesn't make enough money to support them, the
kids, and their grandfather, who is living with them. But all in all, they
seemed to be no different from any other family.

I really believe, from everything I've been able to pick up on so far that
'Ca's main problem is that, like so many other people, she doesn't know how
to give love and express love freely and openly. so 'chr' and her brothers
probably don't get any hugs, kisses, or kind words. I was listening to some
inspirational tapes the other day. the first side I listened to had some
short pieces that dealt with love. I found them very beautiful, and things
that every one of us should keep in mind and, more importantly, practice
ourselves. If it weren't for the attitude of the majority toward our girl
love, I truly believe that the authors of such pieces would support and
praise our love of children. After all, is not the cornerstone of our
preference love?

Here's one of the short pieces from the above-mentioned tape that I
transcribed. I hope everyone enjoys it as much as I did...

--

The Gentlest Need

by Fred T. Wilhelms

At least once a day our old black cat comes to one of us in a way that
we've all come to see as a special request. It does not mean that he wants
to be fed or to be let out or anything of that sort. His need is for
something very different. If you have a lap handy he'll jump into it. And
if you don't he's likely to stand there looking wistful, until you make him
one. Once in it he begins to vibrate, almost before you stroke his back,
scratch his chin and tell him over and over what a good kitty he is. Then
his motor really revs up. He squirms to get comfortable. He makes big hands
Every once in a while one of his purrs gets out of control and turns into a
snort. He looks at you with wide open eyes of adoration and he gives you
the cat's long, slow blink of ultimate trust. After a while, little by
little, he quiets down. And if he senses that it's alright he may stay in
your lap for a cozy nap. But he's just as likely to hop down and stroll
away about his business. Either way, he's alright.

Our daughter puts it simply: "Blacky needs to be purred." In our household
he isn't the only one who has that need. I share it and so does my wife. We
know the need isn't exclusive to any one age group. Still because I'm a
school man as well as a parent, I associate it especially with youngsters,
with their quick, impulsive need for a hug, a warm lap, and a hand held
out, a coverlet tucked in, not because anything's wrong, not because
anything needs doing,. Just because that's the way they are. there are a
lot of things I'd like to do for all children. If I could do just one, it
would be this: to guarantee every child everywhere at least one good
purring every day. Because, you see, kids, like cats, need time to purr.

--

'Mouse' wrote:
>> I had something happen to me recently that I feel very good about.
>>Very,  very good. I had decided to search out women who had kids
>>through a  matching system we have here for meeting people that I
>>had refered to  earlier.
>
>Somehow this feels a bit unfair - you pretend to befriend the woman,
>but in reality are looking for their kids instead. Although it seems
>that in the case you mentioned, this all clicked - maybe the woman
>was in fact looking for someone to take a place in her daughter's
>life too? And, anyway, I somehow feel that an advertisement like...
>'Man, age <..>, is looking for girls age 4-12 for friendship,'
>....will either get one hate-mail or nothing at all (even if one
>would include 'no sex, with parental permission only' or something
>like that).

I'm sorry if it came across that way, because that was not my intention at
all. It's true that i was/am seeking women who have children, specifically.
And perhaps I didn't consciously realize that my main motivation was for
meeting little girls, which it may have been. But since I've actually met
with 'Ca' and given the situation much serious thought, I've come to the
natural conclusion that a person can't really do that. In other words, you
have to take the mother as well as the children. I've got no problem with
that. Ca' is a nice, caring person too, and I enjoy talking to her as much
as I do to 'Chr'. Our relationship, with everyone involved, is strictly a
friendship kind of thing and to add a little variety to each others' lives.

To me, while children are the most important aspect, they're not the only
important aspect in this. It goes without saying that as well as finding a
little girl to love, I'd love nothing more than to find a sweet, kind,
gentle, loving woman to share my life, especially during the hard times,
hopefully both at the same time. I am also looking for friends I can spend
time with, because I have none, at least in this town. So that is also a
part of why I did what I did.

'Mouse'
-----------------------------------------------------------



'sLeepOVER' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------

I just wanted to thank you, 'Voyeur' for the advice you gave 
me, along with your personal recollections; I needed those 
the most. And that's why I look forward to the personal 
accounts here, in this group. I'm a "hands-on" sort of 
person. It's not enough for me to know there are movies 
out there, books to comb through, that display this part 
of my life, some I could even benefit from, but that's 
not enough. No, what I also need is the "hands-on" 
connection that reading your personal accounts - and 
others' - gives me. As I've stated before, my best male 
friend is a pedophile true enough, and we share our 
daily accounts and help each other in any way we can, 
but it's also nice to know there are others like us. 
Thanks again to you and everyone.

--

I was listening to a talk radio program yesterday, and the topic 
of discussion was doomsayers and how they are flourishing at 
present. What threw me for a loop was a trip of the tongue on 
the part of one of the participants. I'm laughing just thinking 
of this! He was talking about the so-called recent outbreaks 
of various diseases and how the panic surrounding them was much 
worse than the diseases themselves, and tried to give examples 
from the past. Well, hehehe, at one point, he said, "I'm sure 
some of you are familiar with past outbreaks of tyflas, I mean 
typhoid..." Needless to say, upon hearing that, I laughed my 
ass off, but it also got me thinking about "particulars" 
regarding lg's that each of us find attractive.

I'm not quite sure if this has been asked before, but what 
the hell.(g) Is there something you find irresistable on just 
about any lg?

We all have certain lg's we find more attractive than others, 
but I also think there are certain things that we find attractive 
on ANY girl, whether it's a personality trait, or even a certain 
hair style. For me, the first thing that pops into my head when 
thinking of this, is braces. I don't know what it is about them, 
but I find them positively stunning ony any girl - or boy - I 
see. Now I ask any who wish to humor me, is there something you 
find irresistable on just about any lg? This is a strictly off-
the-cuff question, suggesting a likewise response; no deep soul
-searching is required, unless that's what the question elicits 
from you. Thanks in advance for any replies.

'sLeepOVER'
-----------------------------------------------------------



'Flickorna' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------

Hi everyone.

I spent the past few days volunteering at a little [.] school for 
grades preschool - 6. I had a really nice time. Today was my last 
day and so I brought my camera to take some pictures. Unfortunately the 
first girl I asked for a picture ran away. I didn't want to ask anyone 
after that.

The kids at this school were really sweet and the teachers were also 
some of the nicest teachers I've ever met. I am very impressed with 
their school. Not one of the teachers seemed to think I might be a 
threat to the children. It was very nice. The best part about the school 
is that it focused on children's creativity like no other school I have 
ever seen. My interest in becoming a school teacher has been renewed.

While I was at this school one day, I was holding an adorable 
kindergartener close. When I gave her a kiss on the cheek, she asked, 
"What did you do?" I answered, "I kissed you on the cheek." She said, 
"It felt like you kissed my ear." (Maybe I kissed her near her ear but I 
definately kissed her on the cheek.) Then I said, "Did you like it?" And 
she answered by shrugging her shoulders. Then she said, "I don't like 
the way my dad kisses me. But I do like my mum's kisses." It wasn't 
until later that I thought maybe I should have asked her how her dad 
kisses her. I imagined possibly telling the kindergarten teacher what 
the little girl said to me about her dad, but then I quickly decided 
against it.

There were some older girls staring at me while I was in their 
classroom. They did it in a sort of hidden discrete kind of way. This 
isn't the first time I've had this happen to me. The other time was at a 
middle school where I volunteered a few years ago. It feels weird to 
have girls look at me like that. I don't like it so much yet it is sort 
of flattering too. What I don't like is that these girls are the kind of 
people who keep to themselves and don't talk to me. It doesn't feel good 
to have girls staring at me but not willing to speak to me. Maybe they 
feel that older men are scary yet appealing at the same time. At least I 
know I still have what it takes to attract young girls.

'Flickorna'
--------------------------------------------------------


'Cipolin' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------

'n.s. aristoff' wrote:
>Don't be so suspicious of evolutionary psychology - just be a little
>suspicious.

You're right - I was writing from a position of ignorance regarding the
specifics of evolutionary theory to explain behaviour.  I shouldn't have
hypothosised from my own experience, which will always lead to
generalisations.  However, I do still have a problem with the approach.  

Science is the equivalent of a religion in contemporary Western society,
the only difference that it doesn't receive the same skepticism that
traditional religions receive (today).   When some people are told that a
particular theory has a 'scientific basis' they tend to accept it at face
value, regardless of how hypothetical the particular theory may be.

I don't believe the values of a culture can be divorced from science.  So
it is that you find conservative organisations funding research into
finding a genetic basis for homosexuality, for example.  If you can find a
'scientific basis' for why a man might want to f*ck another man then
perhaps you can explain their wacky behaviour - ie. it wasn't them really,
but their genes doing the talking.

If you can find a 'scientific basis' for behaviour you then set out to find
an equally 'scientific' "cure" for certain behaviours which you don't agree
with. (Noting that judgements of behaviour are cultural).  So you come up
with some sort of "gene-therapy" for homosexuals, to lead them back onto
the straight and narrow.

I'm not big on conspiracy theories, so I wouldn't suggest there are heaps
of right-wing scientists out there intent on regulating society through the
legitimacy of science.  Rather, it is the insidious nature in which
knowledges are used by competing cultural agencies, such as right-wing
groups, feminist groups, the media - whatever. (Similar arguments about
scientists who came up with nuclear fission might be mounted - not that I'm
an expert - but I'm sure nuclear armageddon was not on their minds while
they were researching...)

Which brings me back to paedophilia.  If there is suddenly found a
'scientific' reason why some men and women have sexual feelings for
pre-pubertal children then sure as eggs you can expect someone to search
for a 'cure'.  Now, I know that evolutionary theory is not the same as
genetics: I am quite aware that there are some major differences.  However,
I merely wish to point out the legitimation 'scientific basis' lends to a
particular theory, no matter how extreme it might seem.

Regards,

'Cipolin'
--------------------------------------------------------



'Desire' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------

Some time ago I complained that UCLA crashed my browser. I have
checked again, and found that it's not UCLA per se, but that ALL pages
that start with http://home.earthlink.net give this behavior.

--

Do others have the same? Even when I'm in a crowded place, and even
when I have more or less 'closed up' to the sound, when I hear,
however remote, a child's laugh, shout or cry, I suddenly wake up,
look around, and cannot get back to rest until I have spotted the
source of the sound. And that while normally I am a person who
notices very little of his environment.

--

To 'Mouse':

There's something fishy with your situation. I mean, a married woman
puts a contact ad to meet a man, then seems to be very happy that he
spends most of the time with her daughter. Then you find out that 
there's 'something' with the family. And where does the father fit in?
I've heared much about Ch[.], much about her mom, little about her
brother, but absolutely nothing about her father. I'm not saying that
you should chicken out, the chance is too large that the two of you
(C[.] and you) through sheer luck found what they were looking for.
But I do have a feeling that there's more here than meets the eye.

By the way, getting back to your reacting on contact ads: What do you
say when people ask you why you specifically reacted to their ad? Do
you simply lie, or have you found a way of saying that you like
children that does not immediately raise the suspicion that you are a
pedophile?

--

'n.s. aristoff' wrote:
> UDN is very mild cultural terrorism: i.e., insisting on a public
> existence by providing evidence of your desire in public.  But there are
> more serious forms, like posting actual child porn to the internet,
> something I'll never do, but can't help laughing at the fact that others
> do it, thereby driving moral crusaders and the police to further and
> further extremes.  Such reactions are, of course, only possible at this
> point in history in the Euro-American corporate monoculture and places
> where the monoculture's moral arm, the United Nations and its NGO's,
> extend their influence.

I disagree with this last line. Over-reacting to things that are
against common morale is of all times and all places. Nothing special
of the here and now. And we just happen to be the scapegoat of the
day.

--

'x' on sexual feelings for one's own daughters:
> I was just wondering what does one do if they want to go further?
> Is it really wrong, should one back off or just continue on?

I think that's a question everyone has to answer for oneself. In my
opinion it is not wrong per se, research says that THE most important
factor in whether adult-child sexual contact is positive or negative
for the child is the child's subjective feeling of being in control of
the situation. The child herself asking for it makes the chance that
unwantedly you come into a non-consensual situation much smaller.
Yet, when you want to go on it is still very important to ascertain
that not only the child has the right to say 'no', but also knows that
she does, and will use it if necessary.

That's of course not to say that you should say 'yes' on anything. If
you do not feel comfortable with it, you should not do it. Just try to
say 'no' in such a way that the child does not feel like she has
suggested something bad. Maybe it's a good idea to suggest some
masturbation techniques instead?

> Also if it does continue and goes further than just play, how does
> one stop if you have to live with them day after day?

It should be possible to explain them that sexual acts are only for
when the two of you have explicitly decided for it. And make clear
to him/her that any of you always, for any reason whatsoever, without
further questions or complaints can say 'no'. I think the relationship
Paddington has with his daughter, IF it is indeed as he describes,
shows how an incestuous, non-harmful relationship can take place. It's
just a shame that he did not manage to get there in the first place,
but just after realizing he had been doing something wrong.

--

Newsflash from BBC Videotext:

The right of Europe's parents to smack their own children is being
challenged at the European Court of Human Rights.

The case was brought by a British boy, whose stepfather was acquitted
in 1996 of causing actual bodily harm after beating the boy with a
garden cane.

The boy, age 14, charges the British government with failing to
protect him from degrading punishment.

Six European countries have banned the physical punishment of
children.

--

Seeing this, I looked at the web to get more information, and found
http://www.club.innet.be/~pub02733/ukdm9609.htm . Here I read (quoting
only fragments, go to the URL for the full article:

> The judge told the jury that it was a "perfectly good defence" that the
> alleged assault was "merely the correction of a child by his parent",
> providing that the correction was "moderate" in manner, quantity and
> administration.
>
> The boy's mother described him as "totally out of control". The jury
> heard that he was beaten for trying to stab one of his brothers with a
> kitchen knife. However, the court also heard that the beating left him
> needing hospital treatment for injuries to his buttocks, thighs and
> calves. A consultant paediatrician discovered injuries apparently
> inflicted at different times over at least a week.

Although I personally oppose corporal punishment, I do think that
parents who have different opinions on that should not be stopped by
law. But this case is different. We are not talking about a mild
spanking here, we are talking about causing physical injury, about
acts that force hospitalization. That's not "merely a correction"
that is "moderate in manner, quantity and administration". That's
simply child abuse. I don't know whether the British government is
responsible here, I do know that this boy has been abused, and the
courts let go of it.

   [ There are more than enough laws to prevent this kind of
     physical abuse - the move in the European court seems 
     to be yet another attempt to use a specific gross case
     to drive through a new law which will then be used
     by social workers to harrass ordinary working-class
     families - we already know from a NSPCC report of a year 
     or so ago that the NSPCC wishes to redefine 'abuse' as 
     also being sending trivial things like sending a child 
     to bed without his pudding, or 'not being a loving 
     parent'.  I don't approve of physical punishment of any
     child, but if I was cynical I would say that the boy is
     after the lucrative compensation awards he would get
     if he wins. ]

As an afterthought: What if the stepfather, instead of beating the
boy's buttocks to injury would, on request of the boy, have licked
and fondled them. Would the judge still have acquitted him? Who is
the child abuser?

'Desire'
---------------------------------------------------------------



'GL7'
---------------------------------------------------------------    

To Toddler Spanker: Well, I'm relieved to know I'm not the only person
who has fantasies of spanking pretty little girls. You're right. These
are only fantasies and I would never harm a little girl in real life.

But this is something that has been with me since I saw the original
"Jungle Book" movie with Sabu when I was a pre-teen. I got aroused
watching the young boy getting whipped and I can't explain why. That
movie led to masturbation fantasies of spanking little girls. I know
this may sound crazy, but that's just the way it is.

Kim left marks on me which required that I put a shirt on in 
summertime. Her aim on my bare butt was often too high with the belt. 
Kim is unusually intelligent with an I.Q. of 153 and had fantasies
of her own, such as rape fantasies. She asked to try to 'rape' her so she
could cry, "No, No," and try to fight me off. The only problem is that
at the age of seven she had only heard the word and not seen it, so one
day she asked if we could play the "w game." I thought she meant the
whipping game, but she finally spelled out w-r-a-p-e. I clarified the
spelling for her. She also got excired one day watching TV when a woman
wanted money in return for sex. 

Aside from little girls, my taste for sex now is for young petite
slim teenage girls and grown woman who are very short, slim, petite and
have almost no breasts. I've known one such woman for some five years
but she always had a boyfriend. She was only 4"6" or 4'7" tall and had
no breasts because of surgery. But having sex with her would have come
close to having inercourse with a little girl. 

Well, I drove by Kim's house the other day, but the experience has
changed my outlook on the situation. Mom's car was out front and the
poor little thing looked terrified and turned around and ran, but then
stopped and looked at me, and then turned around and ran into the house.
I never felt more sorry for her and I don't want to cause her any more
trauma. At least she now knows that I have not forgotten her. Her schizo
paranoid manic depressive mom has apparently threatened her not to talk
to me. I firmly believe that the b*tch has lied to Kim to make her
afraid of me. It happened before with Kim's dad before he killed himself
in a very messy fashion. He apparently told Kim that I was a molester
and would hurt her, a charge which mom did not believe and she told Kim
and me so. But now mom seems to be saying the same thing as Kim's ex-con
drunk dad did. She probably told Kim that I exposed myself in their
neighborhood, which is totally false. Mom also said that I tried to kiss
eight year old Ashley next door. Not true either. What happened was that
I gave Ashley a Barbie doll for getting me, Kim and mom back together
last year. That's when I paid mom's electric bill so it wouldn't be cut
off. I erroneously wrote to you readers that that was the last time I
was with Kim. Well, it wasn't. She and mom came to my home the next day
in response to my invitation, but didn't stay as long as I had expected.
Kim played the piano and then they left after about a half hour. 

Getting back to Ashley, a little neighborhood boy of about six or seven
suggested that Ashley give me a hug in appreciation for the doll. She
agreed and we hugged. Then he suggested that she give me a kiss. She
gave me a big broad grin and then shook her head no and that was the end
of that. If she had agreed to the kiss, I would have given her a peck on
the cheek, but it never happened. But mom apparently told Ashley's dad
and he ended up chasing my car down the street like a dog. It's a
neighborhood composed exclusively of 'poor white trash' and poor blacks, 
except for Kim. She's a diamond in the rough and will almost
certainly be going to college and graduate school later on. I doubt if
anyone in Kim's neighborhood ever saw the inside of a college building.

She's half grown now (nine years old and nine to go to adulthood). In
less than eight years she is legally entitled to leave home and live
with me and the government pays the rent, as it has been doing all along
since mom can't afford rent on her minimum wage. 

'GL7'
---------------------------------------------------------------    



'Sanctuary'
---------------------------------------------------------------

'Voyeur' wrote:
>What I am saying is that having sexual feelings for your 
>daughter, even if they end in masturbation and fantasy, 
>does not mean you are going to rape her or do anything 
>bad to her. There are more than a few of us on this list (where 
>are you 'Mr 43'?) who have been through the same thing 
>and have found the positive side of it.

I believe the encouragement my daughter as received from
me has made her much more mature and comfortable with
her own growing sexuality. I have never violated her will
and she knows that I will not. It seems like such a normal part
of being a close family that I would not be surprised if many
more parents than I did not feel at least some this desire at
one point or another in their child's life. If it is handled well, 
it could be a great reinforcement to them in their turbulent
adolescent years (and a lot of fun, too in all years)

--

'Tr'Pakh' wrote (responding to Florian):
>>But it appears that many of the contributors to ASGL are 
>>content to just stare at little girls at swimming pools and parks, 
>>trying to 'cop a feel', and bragging about their risky achievements.
 
>>This type of behaviour gives girl lovers a bad name.  
>
>Indeed it does, since it reinforces the "dirty old man in a raincoat"
>stereotype.

Maybe it appears that way to some but why can't it also be 
interpreted (at least by you who know better) as an attempt 
to show little girls that adult men are not the monsters their
parents and schools tell them we are? I have found many
children who have been very glad I stopped by to say hello
and play with them for a few minutes, even though they were
surrounded by friends their own age. I know I must be very
careful in this and not involve myself sexually in any way but
I still cannot stand by and watch a whole generation of children 
be sacrificed to injustice and fear.

'Sanctuary'
---------------------------------------------------------------



'Sunstorm' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------

'Quilty' wrote:
>THE ANNUNCIATION (Hungary, 1984, directed by Andras Jeles) You can rent
>it through the mail from REEL.COM in the USA.

Thanks, I'll check it out.

--

'x' wrote:
>'Sunstorm' wrote:
>>As I said before, it is self-imposed. Maybe you do want to be
>>their lover. But it isn't our feelings that hurt others, but what
>>we DO about them.
>
>I was just wondering what does one do if they want to go further? Is it
>really wrong, should one back off or just continue on? Also if it does
>continue and goes further than just play, how does one stop if you have
>to live with them day after day?

I've said this before: Objectively speaking, it's probably not a good idea.
On the other hand, who am I to assert I understand the intimacy between a
father and his little girl? Maybe there are situations in which a more
intimate physical relationship would not only be not harmful, but be
fulfilling to both. I think it's something you have to try to assess if you
are in that situation.

As for stopping once you've started, I think that would be almost
impossible, but if achieved, would be heart-wrenching and unbearable,
knowing that the most intimate relationship you will _ever_ have is over
and no longer possible. You would be better off to be dying of thirst in
the middle of an ocean of undrinkable water.

'Sunstorm'
---------------------------------------------------------------



'n.s. aristoff' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------

It always amazes me to see the conceit of some Brit and continental
writers who assume a greater "liberalness" in Europe on matters of sex
where the subject of children arises.  Regarding the Child Porn
Prevention Act passed last year which criminalizes depictions which
"appear" to be a child:

(a) the law was of course passed by Congress but there hasn't been a
single prosecution under that provision;

(b) the law has been determined to be constitutional by one district
court and UNconstitutional by another.  Prosecutors are avoiding doing
anything until they have some certainty, although that provision of the
law might just die a lingering death.

(c) The Netherlands has had exactly this law for the last decade, long
before the US ever thought of it.  In the Dutch law, like the US
version, there is no artis exceptio (artistic exemption).  But UNLIKE
the US version, the Dutch law contains no absolute defense if the person
actually turns out to be an adult.

The hang-ups which Americans and Europeans have about sex and children
are extremely similar - they only express themselves in slightly
different ways.  The US is far more liberal in certain ways than the UK.
An erotic image of a naked child, as long as the genitalia are not show,
are legal in the US.  In the UK, courts have convicted defendants from
taking "topless" shots of 13 year olds.

In France, the secret police murdered Pastor Doucet because of his
pro-paedophile sympathies and activities.  The US hasn't killed any
"pro-paedophile" activists yet.

In Germany, Compuserve was convicted (though will soon be exonerated
under certain conditions) simply for allowing its customers to access
newsgroups which Compuserve did not create but which create images of
children.  The German gov't has also determined that most books
depicting nude minors are not suitable for sale in any shops other than
sex shops, to protect the public from these nasty ideas.  This was done
without the necessity of a court case: it is a matter of prior
restraint.  As in most other places, these rules may not apply to large
museums and gigantic publishers like Taschen, but then again, who knows?
It helped put "Jung und Frei/Jeunes et Naturel" and Berendt Verlag out
of business.  In fact, there is no German naturist magazine at all, even
just depicting adults, available on German newsstands because the police
believe that the very idea of naturism is dangerous to children.

In Tennessee, Barnes & Nobles has to wrap in plastic books containing
child nudity, or at least put them on a shelf 5-1/2 feet high.

So what the f*ck is REALLY the difference?

--

Why liberals are dangerous, Lesson 1.

In defending "How I Learned to Drive" (reviewed by the New York Times
under the headline "A Pedophilie Even a Mother Could Love" - and by the
way, the sexual relationship happens with the girl when she is 17, but
the uncle does have sex with the girl's MUCH younger brother) Brit
director John Crowley says:

"I feel that part of her skill was her refusal to demonise the
paedophile. She asks, 'What if it was your favourite uncle? A good man?
A giving man?' You have to look at the surrounding society that allows
these things to happen."

So what is that last sentence supposed to mean?  Think about it.  This
is what makes liberals so dangeorus; they don't think about it, but come
up with glib indictments of "society" which only then serve to
strengthen "society's" police apparatus which "allows these things to
happen."  Another example of why left-liberalism is dead as a moral
philosphy.  Nowadays, it merely walks in lockstep with fascism.

Sheesh.

'n.s. aristoff'
----------------------------------------------------------------
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'Seven' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

> I'm not quite sure if this has been asked before, but what 
> the hell.(g) Is there something you find irresistable on just 
> about any lg?

I think in general, that it is the expectation of unconditional
acceptance that is the drawing power. I say expectation, because
getting an unconditional rejection of despite by a girl nowadays
is more common than not; usually from a girl that's been "coached".
That can be scary.  Like C. L. Dodgson said, "I fear there are no
little girls in the US."  He was lamenting how unapproachable
they were and their sad lack of whimsy. 

But sometimes there are no walls and the simple, unassuming
and charming acceptance is there. And with intelligence, there's
a noble, timeless look in her eyes, the haunting stare of a wisdom
I knew long ago.  There is something here that answers my
heart's longing, like something I forgot that I lost or maybe
a realization of something I never had.

Another thing is that I can drop my guard and actually have 
fun again. Finding acceptance is the key.

Regarding physical characteristics, it's the eyes that have it.
I'm seeing a pure soul here, and the larger the windows, the 
better the view.

Dodgson once came upon a young girl in a train station, a glimpse
of which made him freeze in his tracks. Her beauty was so stunning
that he said he felt an awe bordering on fear. He couldn't breathe 
much less speak.  I think that by age twelve, with exceptions, 
most girls are as beautiful as they will ever be again....Sad.  
Like flowers.

'Seven'
-----------------------------------------------------------------



    [ from Dodgson's 'SYLVIE AND BRUNO':

      "I had only felt such a pang once before in my life, and 
      it had been from seeing what, at that moment, realised 
      one's idea of perfect beauty - it was in a London exhibition, 
      where, in making my way through a crowd, I suddenly met, 
      face to face, a child of quite unearthly beauty.  Then came 
      a rush of burning tears to the eyes, as though one could weep 
      one's soul away through pure delight.  And lastly there fell 
      on me a sense of awe that was almost terror - some such 
      feeling as Moses must have had when he heard the words "Put 
      off thy shoes from thy feet, for the place whereon thou 
      standest is holy ground." ]



'Corman' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

I hope everyone is well.  Just a few comments before I start rambling:

'Quilty' wrote:
>'Sunstorm' wrote:
>>'Corman' wrote:
>>>Hope everyone is well.  I watched _The Annunciation_ last night.
>>
>>Do you know where to get this movie? I've been looking for it!
>
>THE ANNUNCIATION....

Thanks for answering my messages for me, Quilty.

--

'Desire' wrote:
>Do others have the same? .when I hear, however remote, a child's 
>laugh, shout or cry, I suddenly wake up, look around, and cannot get 
>back to rest until I have spotted the source of the sound.

Oh, I do this all the time!  I am afraid my wife sometimes notices 
how I will stare at a child in the mall or a restaurant when they 
catch my eye.  How can I pass up the chance to admire these 
precious people?

--

Some recent happenings in my life.  Went to a gathering on 
Saturday filled with children.  It was a formal affair so many 
girls were in frilly dresses and tights.  Had the wonderful 
experience of glancing down a hallway just in time to see a 
4 or 5 year old pull up her dress and run screaming toward 
me.  Pretty yellow panties on that one.  Later that night 
at a restaurant, our party was seated within viewing distance 
of the waiting area.  There a family sat awaiting their turn.  
A seven or eight year old cutey in a red dress wanted to sit 
on her daddy's lap, so he pulled her aboard as she spread her 
legs to accommodate his thighs.  She sat facing me, her legs 
spread wide open revealing beautiful white panties, without 
a care in the world.  She HAD to notice me staring.  Luckily 
my party didn't.

On Monday I found myself talking to a twelve year old at 
another gathering.  We were almost alone; her back to the 
room.  We started talking about her necklace and I moved 
in to examine it.  I took it in my hand and allowed my hand 
to wander, finding a soft place to rest... on her left 
breast!  It wasn't much of a breast.  Sort of as if she 
was hiding a plum in her bra.  But so much softer.  She 
didn't even flinch!!  I talked as long as I could, finding 
every excuse to keep the back of my hand against her 
chest.  I squinted, pretending to try and get good look 
at the medallion on her chain, while I was actually 
concentrating on whether it was a nipple I was feeling, 
or just a seam in the fabric.  Oh, the lengths we go to.

O.K., that's it.  I am sooo looking forward to a pool 
party my wife and I have been invited to.  Do they sell 
water proof digital cameras?  It would have to be digital.  
I couldn't take the roll of film down to the PhotoMat.

Be good all!

'The Corman'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Sunstorm' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

'Girl Pleaser' wrote:
>Hi. I have a question for 'n.s. aristoff'.
>
>I am a young man with an interest toward a career working with
>children. Maybe I will want to be a teacher, maybe a pediatric nurse,
>maybe a camp counselor. I haven't really decided. The problem is I was
>arrested a few years ago accused of having sex with a young teenage
>girl. The charges were dropped. Nevertheless, the FBI now has my
>fingerprints on file. How badly could this interfere with me getting
>a job working with children? What if I were to move to another
>state? Is there anything I can do? I would appreciate any advice
>that you might have!!!

How do you know the FBI has your prints on file? If you were charged 
with a felony, then they probably do. If what you did was considered a
misdemeanor, then even if they took them at the station, they were not
sent to D.C. If they _were_ sent, then any prospective employer who takes
and checks prints will find out you have been arrested for "x" crime, and
although the charges were dropped, you still have this arrest record.
Moving to another state will not help you as far as FBI prints are
concerned, although moving to another state might be helpful if the prints
are on file in your present state but not at the FBI.Generally, prints are
checked through the FBI as well as your State Police. You might consider
applying for some crappy job you don't really want just to see what the
results are on this issue.

'Sunstorm'
-------------------------------------------------------------------

   [ I note that the FBI are planning to make all of their
     millions of docuements available online.  In the USA,
     isn't their some constitutional right to see your file ? ]


'Flickorna' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

I spent another day in at the school I was talking about earlier. 
Let me tell you about this hot 5-year-old girl I met today.

She and I hit it off pretty well right from the start. We would
exchange long loving glances with each other and she followed me a lot
holding my hand and stuff like that. And she is G-O-R-G-E-O-U-S. She
was wearing a red dress and under her dress was wearing those cotton
stretch pants. You know the ones that fit really tight and show off a
girl's legs and ass really well?

Near the end of the day it was nap time and this little girl was
laying beside a boy. It looked like the boy was about to touch her
between her legs but then he pulled his hand back. She laughed and
then I was surprised when I saw him looking close at her crotch. "Is
he touching her?" I asked myself and tried to get a better look. Well
if he was touching her I didn't see it. When I moved in to take a
closer look he stopped. Then she did something that made my heart beat
very quickly. Laying on her side, she lifted up her leg and I thought
I heard her whisper something like, "Feel my cunny." I watched closely
but he wasn't trying anything. However she continued to hold her leg
up and I wished I were the one laying next to her on the floor.

I went into the next room just for a second and when I came back she
looked at me and whispered, "He did it."

"He did what?" I whispered back.

She opened her legs and pointed to her vagina. Then with a smile she
said, "He poked it in there."

You're going to laugh but then I got on the floor and put my hand near
her crotch. I hoped she would open her legs but she didn't move. So 
I lightly pinched her leg instead. She smiled and giggled. I think she 
knew what I wanted to do and was too surprised to do anything.

After that she pretended to be asleep while all the other kids went
outside. In my imagination, she wanted to be alone so she could
masturbate. Eventually, I went inside and she was playing with another
little girl. "We were being naughty," one of them said. I didn't know
what they were talking about; it didn't look like they were doing
anything. I read them a little bit of a book then they went outside to
look for lizards.

Anyway, that little girl I met today was a major 'boner popper' and I
had a really good day.

'Flickorna'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'Mouse'
-------------------------------------------------------------------

>'Mouse' wrote:
>> I had something happen to me recently that I feel very good about.
>>Very,  very good. I had decided to search out women who had kids
>>through a  matching system we have here for meeting people that I
>>had refered to  earlier.
>
>Somehow this feels a bit unfair - you pretend to befriend the woman,
>but in reality are looking for their kids instead. Although it seems
>that in the case you mentioned, this all clicked - maybe the woman
>was in fact looking for someone to take a place in her daughter's
>life too? And, anyway, I somehow feel that an advertisement like...
>'Man, age <..>, is looking for girls age 4-12 for friendship,'
>....will either get one hate-mail or nothing at all (even if one
>would include 'no sex, with parental permission only' or something
>like that).

I'm sorry if it came across that way, because that was not my intention at
all. It's true that I was/am seeking women who have children, specifically.
And perhaps I didn't consciously realize that my main motivation was for
meeting little girls, which it may have been. But since I've actually met
with 'Ca' and given the situation much serious thought, I've come to the
natural conclusion that a person can't really do that. In other words, you
have to take the mother as well as the children. I've got no problem with
that. Ca' is a nice, caring person too, and I enjoy talking to her as much
as I do to 'Chr'. Our relationship, with everyone involved, is strictly a
friendship kind of thing and to add a little variety to each others' lives.

To me, while children are the most important aspect, they're not the only
important aspect in this. It goes without saying that as well as finding a
little girl to love, I'd love nothing more than to find a sweet, kind,
gentle, loving woman to share my life, especially during the hard times,
hopefully both at the same time. I am also looking for friends I can spend
time with, because I have none, at least in this town. So that is also a
part of why I did what I did.

'Mouse'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'TheSlurp' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

'Desire' wrote:
> Do others have the same? Even when I'm in a crowded place, and even
> when I have more or less 'closed up' to the sound, when I hear,
> however remote, a child's laugh, shout or cry, I suddenly wake up,
> look around, and cannot get back to rest until I have spotted the
> source of the sound. And that while normally I am a person who
> notices very little of his environment.

Exactly what happens to me!

(sorry for the 'me too', Ianthe...)

--

'n.s. aristoff' wrote:
> (...)  The US is far more liberal in certain ways than the UK.
> An erotic image of a naked child, as long as the genitalia are not show,
> are legal in the US.  (...)

And what about the infamous Knox case?  And the censorship of the Calvin 
Klein ads?

> The German gov't has also determined that most books
> depicting nude minors are not suitable for sale in any shops other than
> sex shops, to protect the public from these nasty ideas.

This is very interesting - you are saying that the German government has
made the nudity of children pornographic *per se*? In a way, then, the
gov't *creates* 'child pornography'.

I believe you're quite right, n.s., if you speak of the law and government
attitude. After all, the US have a strong tradition of free speech
protection to start from, which in Europe is much less important.

But when it comes to people's attitude, I would say that there is a
difference between the US and at least parts of Europe.

I refer more to Southern Europe, which I know better. For example, there
is one village in Sicily in which the *majority* of girls have their
first child before or just after they turn 14, which is Italy's age of
consent (and if you subtract 9 months...). Although that village might
be considered by some as a haven of 'statutory rape', nobody is unreasonable
enough to speak of it in those terms. In fact, the papers only urge
for more education on contraceptives, to avoid all those early pregnancies.

Also in Spain, where the AOC is 12, I have found a widespread tolerance
of girl-loving, at least in everyday life. People find it ridiculous
more than damaging to be a girl-lover, which I believe is the proper
reaction to any sexual preference one doesn't share.

Also, the Scandinavian countries, although not the safe havens of legend,
are certainly more tolerant towards us - if not our intended actions.
Sure, they are your nasty liberals who prefer to repress you gently...
but I think many here would rather be allowed to exist (even if not
allowed to act) than not.

As per liberalism, I agree with you 100%. In Italy, there is an ideology
which is called by its opponents "catho-communism", the coalescence
between charity-oriented christians (Theology of Liberation) and ex
communists - now reformed social democrats - with a sprinkle of
environmental awareness. Makes me sick.

End of ramble,

'TheSlurp'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'The Toddler Spanker' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

To Cipolin,

I understand what you say about my name, and sure I think some journo 
will quote out of context, but to be honest I don't give a shit! What is 
S&M by the way? Is that sadism and masochism? If it is, why the hell 
would you think I have these fantasies? I don't, and I really don't care 
what anyone thinks about me from my name. No one here except for 
Flickorna knows who I really am.
 
My name suggests something slightly amusing - and also because all the 
other email addresses I wanted to use were already taken. So there you 
have it. A virtually meaningless name. 

'The Toddler Spanker'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Voyeur' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------------

To 'sLeepOVER':
>I just wanted to thank you, 'Voyeur' for the advice you gave 
>me, along with your personal recollections; I needed those 
>the most. 

Yes, I think that's what I was looking for most when I came to this 
group and people like 'Sanctuary' were very helpful to me in trying to 
understand and deal with what I was feeling. It is still hard to talk 
about these things as I still feel 'dirty' and 'bad' for what I have 
done and thought. God help me if I was still a practising Catholic!

>As I've stated before, my best male 
>friend is a pedophile true enough, and we share our 
>daily accounts and help each other in any way we can, 
>but it's also nice to know there are others like us. 
>Thanks again to you and everyone.

My skin still crawls when people say "pedophiles" and "people like us" 
in the same sentence, but I guess that's still conditioning, isn't it? I 
don't like to think of myself as a pedophile because of the branding 
that's been done on pedophilia by the media.

Anyway, you are welcome and I'd love to hear more of what has been 
happening with you and your daughter some time.

--

To 'x':
> I was just wondering what does one do if they want to go further?
> Is it really wrong, should one back off or just continue on?

Be careful. What she thinks today may well not be what she will think in 
10 or 20 or 30 years from now. Don't mortgage your future relationship 
for sexual satisfaction now. I'm not saying "don't do it", just to be 
careful because she might (a) as a teenager decide that telling everyone 
what you did is a great way to hurt you when you have said/done 
something she objects to, or (b) as an adult mother may decide not to 
let her granddaughters near you in case the same thing happens to them. 

Just think back to your own childhood and the things that happened. I 
was "felt up" fairly regularly by a favourite adult cousin. At the time 
I thought "this is not right" but I was excited by it too. As a young 
adult, in the midst of all the revelations about sexual abuse in 
schools, orphanages, etc., I seriously considered having him charged 
with sexual assault for what he did to me, even though I don't think I 
was harmed by the experience. See what I mean? You get caught up in 
events around you and your perception changes.

She is your daughter and the love you have for each other needs to last 
the rest of your lives. I think teaching masturbation is a much better 
proposition. You can then share this mutual enjoyment for as long as she 
is comfortable with the idea, then let it go. It may still come back to 
haunt you, but at least it is just 'indecent dealing' and not 'incest' 
or 'statutory rape'. Had my cousin been content to teach me to 
masturbate and enjoy it, I don't think I would have had any bad feelings 
at all.

--

To 'Sanctuary':
>I believe the encouragement my daughter as received from
>me has made her much more mature and comfortable with
>her own growing sexuality. 

I appreciate what you and your daughter have together, but I do ask the 
question "will she feel the same way with peer pressure or adult 
perceptions"? Is there a chance you will one day lose her completely for 
what has been done, or do you feel completely safe in your relationship 
with her?

I think most men do feel this way toward their daughters. The more I 
read on anthropology and sexual taboos, the more I realise how wide 
spread these feeling were before society acted to actively suppress and 
destroy them. And I think our daughters DO benefit from the extra 
attention and "specialness" of the sexual nature of their relationships 
with their fathers, up to a point.

Had I been more 'bold' I have no doubt my step-daughter and I would now 
have a very sexual relationship. Maybe not penetrative sex, but 
certainly more developed stimulation and even mutual masturbation were 
on the menu before I got scared and backed off. She had no problem 
sharing her body with me right up to early teens.

I like to think I did the right thing in backing off when I did, even 
though I now think I backed off too far. She now fights between her old 
feelings for me and her new perception of me as "one of the enemy".

'Voyeur'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Desire' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Looking back, I think that I have not given the right advice in my
last post, regarding 'what if your daughter wants to go further'? I
wrote:

> In my opinion it is not wrong per se, research says that THE most
> important factor in whether adult-child sexual contact is positive
> or negative for the child is the child's subjective feeling of being
> in control of the situation.

Taken on themselves I still stand behind these words, but I forgot
about another important point: The effect of a (possible) incestuous
relationship on the family relations. This might be a very good
reason not to do it, even though there will be no direct psychological
damage. Probably it would be better to talk this over with your wife
first. If it's okay with her, there's less chance of this kind of
damage occurring. Of course, in many cases your wife will be against
the activity. She may not be as free-thought on the subject of children
and sexuality, and especially adult-child sexuality, as you are. But
then, if she's not, that's probably a good reason not to do it.

Still, I think that everyone should decide for himself whether there
should be boundaries, and if so, where they are. Except for the
generalities of course, never get sexual if she has not asked for it,
for example.

If you do decide to say 'no', the subject arises of how to tell her
no without making her feel bad about it. I think here my advice from
last time might still be a good one - try to give her something else
instead, for example, teach her some masturbation techniques (where I
must say that I don't know much about female masturbation techniques),
or maybe let her be present while you and your wife are making love.

--

[...]
To Ianthe: And to your reaction on my reaction on the article of the 
boy who was suing his parents for beating him, and now going to the 
European court: Thanks for your information. I meant my reaction to 
criticize the original judgement, not to comment on the boy's present 
actions. I just hung it up to the news, because this was the first 
time I heard of the case.

--

'GL7' wrote:
> To Toddler Spanker: Well, I'm relieved to know I'm not the only person
> who has fantasies of spanking pretty little girls. You're right. These
> are only fantasies and I would never harm a little girl in real life.

I think that's me that you are reacting to.

--

It's hard to conquer hate, but it's impossible to conquer love.

'Desire'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Robin' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Every time I finish reading one of the posts on this mailing-list, I glow 
with happiness inside, just from knowing that there are others out there 
who feel what I feel, but who don't feel that we are anything like what 
the media often describes us to be. Those of you who've been enjoying the 
Eva pages have been pushing the "number of visitors" up sky-high, and 
today when I logged on to Fresh Petals, there at the top of the list was 
my Eva website, listed as "COOL!" What an honour!

The account on www.australia.net.au/~swami/eva.html is closed, and 
therefore cannot be accessed for adding photos, even though the server 
has chosen to leave the site there for the time being.  We can't 
leave it up there forever, though, so I'll have to take it down 14 
days after this newsletter comes out. If you're reading this in the 
archives, it'll no longer be there.

'Robin'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'TheSlurp' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

I guess regular visitors would know, but for the sake of self-
advertisement:

The PLF website has changed its address. New address is at:

  http://www.cyberpass.net/~plf/

Business is as usual.

'TheSlurp'
--------------------------------------------------------------



----from here on it's 'The Rant/Politics Corner' :) ------------------



'Ian' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Hello everyone :)

F i n a l l y Summer is here!! with beauty all around ;)  Listen,
recently someone mentioned the "Pedophile's guide to arrest". Ianthe
had it, but computer crash lost it. Anyone else here have it? I would
really like to get it for reference. If so,  Please let me know  or I
guess have Ianthe foward it to me if that would work.

--

The tide in attitude toward chil sex and po*n is changing. In earlier 
years Some of it Was abusive and included "dirty old men" and their lust 
etc. Because of this there was the conservative attitude against it and 
to stop it. Things have gotten more conservative since the seventies....
...And at the same time more liberal!! (especially recently) Yes there 
has been the crackdown on chil po*n and sex and dirty old men. But 
now there has been an opening of the eyeballs and realization by people, 
and coming out of people and by Professionals even, that innocent chil 
sex and po*n is not evil, and actually is good, healthy, and positive 
and that this is different from abuse, force and sick obsessed people. 
That while abusive things do exist and should be punished, so do 
positive good things exist and should continue :)

  [ Can you provide some references for evidence of this change
    of attitude among the professionals ? ]

Therefore, it has opened the door for people to show just what its 
about and to put things in perspective, and show that pe*ophile is not 
the same thing as rapist. and that degrading and forced sex (rape) and 
por*n is not the same as innocent sex and innocent po*n (the portrayal 
of consensual sex with people having a good time in a natural way, not a 
superficial studio and make up and serious looks etc). 

Ya know, its no wonder people have a bad and mixed up attitude about 
sex and po*n growing up that its dirty & bad and at the same time its
good and ok. Also po*n with the makeup, fake & serious looks, and
unnatural poses reinforces the dirty aspect. I would not mind to see
some adult porn if it just showed pretty people having actual sex and
having a good time (maybe actually some smiles in it instead of snears!!
:). Then when people qwould think about kids having sex it woulnt seem 
like an evil thing- because its not! and it woulnt be portrayed that way 
and force negative ideas about it in peoples minds! It isnt evil.

Also chil sex and po*n will Never end, maybe just dealt with
differently by both those involved and by those opposed. I had a cool 
fortune cookie today, something like- Discontent is the thing that 
triggers reform for both a man and a country!! :)  If people realize the 
positiveness and lack of evil in innocent consentual sex and po*n and 
they group together, things can change. Look at the accomplishment of 
the gay commmunity, and more recent of the somewhat pro attitude and 
legislation for pot in the conservative US! Also if More people get off 
their butt (more power in large #s), contribute and get active and also 
pool their resources they can accomplish a Lot!-- rich people, tough 
street people, manipulative people, politician, and others in high 
places could help treendously; not to mention the fact that money, fancy 
gifts, things of desire etc. go well to influence people's actions or at 
least their tolerance, ya know? In addition, if its just innocent sex 
and po*n at hand, not chil abuse, then it should be accepted a lot 
easier, And by mmore people with the combined efforts I mentioned. no? I 
am a believer and believe in something that is not evil so I dont see 
why things cant change- therefore, logically, many others also believe 
this.   Ya know, some people go along with whatever happens in their 
life/ and some live for excuses and lag behind others. Others deal with 
obstacles and make the things that happen come true.

(these are some good ideas I think, I will save and print them out and 
encourage you to do the same! They could seriously come in handy one day 
ya know? Great things can happen when one is prepared and not looking 
like an idiot stumbling for words when trying to convince others.....  
;)

If something is innocent and good -- the representation of it is also. As I 
mentioned earlier, a moreliberal attitude has emerged. Innocent attractive 
images of nude girls has received notice. People have realized the sexuality 
of young people and have also realized their attractiveness. This can be seen 
and read in recent photography books like Sally Mann etc. True there has been 
the crackdown on chil sex and po*n but this is just a carryon from the
reaction to it so many years ago. I can see a changing in attitude of
people of society to see the positive things about chil sex and po*n and
I am positive that because of their more realistic and innocent
attitudes toward sex in general that they will see that sex and po*n 
with kids is also innocent and positive. It will be a long hard struggle 
but it has already begun. EVERYone must just join in on the fight and 
triumph Will happen!

Lets get one thing straight!!! sex is good, positive, healthy, and so 
is sex with young people!! futhermore so is they portayal of such in 
visual and audio media!  In addition, sex makes people feels good. There 
is nothing bad about it and it doesnt harm anyone! It's a positive 
natural thing for people of any age!

Things in life go in cycles. People will relax more in the future and 
realize things dont have to be so sanitized, politically correct,
perfect, clean, watered down, and so overconservative to the point of
taking all the fun out of life! Get a little more rough, Real World and
break out of the Brainwashed mold! I agree there should be some
guidlines and some enforcement of them but socety has gone too far. Law
makers do part time work in a full time position so if they dont make 
new laws or change them people will feel they arent performing. A lot
has to do with protecting ones self and blending in. Its easier not to
stir the waters, and its nice to get more money. For me, I wouldnt mind
money, but I dont believe in selling out to advertisers, money, power,
followers or anyone or anything in order to get it.

***  Society is Seriously Sick to think of something that is good and
healthy and makes people happy as evil!!  Sex is good and innocent and
so is sex with kids. The only harm sometimes comes from Brainwashed
Sheep that we call society overreacting to harm that doesnt exist. It
must partly be the establishments policy of restricting sex, and also to
put it off until marriage. It makes it special that way but there is
nothing wrong with two people enjoying themselves if they like either;
even if they are young or not married!

Forget society!! Be strong, live life the way you think you should, let
others do it their way, and dont sell yourself out just to please others
or "get ahead". There is more than one way to live, Not a right and
wrong way-- just different ways. There is no reason one lifestyle should
be forced on everyone. How f*cked up can one get?  We are only on this
planet once for a not-so-long a time, does it really matter what happens
as long as we dont hurt each other too much?

Its ok if people want to live by attitudes they share; but let 
the next group do the same; either in separate societies or living 
among each other. Let people live and be happy, they have that right!!!

P.S. Some of these ideas are pretty good I think and would be useful 
in helping to unclog some people's minds or be used in philosophical 
debate!! Once society realizes what things are really about and no 
longer Condemns things that are Good!  we will no longer need to 
withhold our natural positive tendencies...

Finally, dont just sit there and be satisfied to watch others feably
try to get somewhere with this both on the net and in real life. Get up
off your ass and fight for your own survival and well being as well as
others'!! Its everyone for himself until we can all gather in real life 
and reap the benefits of each others strengths whether money, power etc. 
Things dont happen-- you have to Make Them Happen!!!!  Its a long road 
and there will be hard times, but dont give up! Gather your courage and 
strength and lets make things happen!!!

Until next time, I hope Ive motivated A LOT! of you to change and
break down the superficial and "politically correct" bullshit society
that only gets worse with so many laws so you cant even spit!!! and
considers positive innocent things as evil, into a Real World 
politically incorrect society with Reasonable guidelines that we can all
live happilly in together/ separately.  Lets all get in on it and make
things happen now!!!

'Ian'  ;)
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'n.s. aristoff' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

'n.s. aristoff' wrote:
> Such reactions are, of course, only possible at this
> point in history in the Euro-American corporate monoculture and places
> where the monoculture's moral arm, the United Nations and its NGO's,
> extend their influence.

'Mouse' wrote:

I disagree with this last line. Over-reacting to things that are
against common morale is of all times and all places. Nothing special
of the here and now. And we just happen to be the scapegoat of the
day.

Reply: Uh, Mouse - you didn't read my sentence correctly.  I'll
simplify: Such reactions are only possible in Euro-America and other
places where the corporate monoculture has extended its influence (via
their moral arm, the United Nations and its NGOs).  In other words, 
such overreactions are not possible in those places in which the
Euro-American corporate monoculture hasn't extended its influence
sufficiently.  Latin America is a good example.

'n.s. aristoff'
---------------------------------------------------------------------



'Tr'Pakh' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------------

Hi all!

With the weather clearing up, summer has finally arrived in my
area ... I LOOOOOOOOVE summer!

--

'sLeepOVER' poses the question:
>I'm not quite sure if this has been asked before, but what 
>the hell.(g) Is there something you find irresistable on just 
>about any lg?

Hmm.  Everything from the navel up.  I have a particular thing for
little girl chests ... those not-quite-yet-developing breasts, and
I find their nipples particularly nummy.

--

'Flickorna' related an experience at an elementary school:
>I spent the past few days volunteering at a little [.] school for 
<snip>
>At least I know I still have what it takes to attract young girls.

*Cheers Flickorna -- HUZZAH!*

--
'Cipolin' writes regarding science vs religion:
>Science is the equivalent of a religion in contemporary Western society,
>the only difference that it doesn't receive the same skepticism that
>traditional religions receive (today).   When some people are told that a
>particular theory has a 'scientific basis' they tend to accept it at face
>value, regardless of how hypothetical the particular theory may be.

This is true.  What most non-scientists (and even many scientists)
forget is that scientific knowlege is in a constant state of flux.
What we know about the universe around us, and therefore our 
perceptions of that universe and our hypotheses about it, is always
changing.  Even Einstein has been proven wrong on several points.
Agent K said it best, I think, in _Men_In_Black_, when he said to
Agent J "A thousand years ago everybody *knew* the world was flat,
yesterday you *knew* that humans were alone on this planet.  Imagine
what you'll *know* tomorrow".

What is most often forgotten is that the *most correct* definition
of science is "answer the questions, and then question the answers",
and that the *second* part of that definition is the *most* important.

--

'Sanctuary' wrote to my response to Florian:
>'Tr'Pakh' wrote (responding to Florian):
>>>This type of behaviour gives girl lovers a bad name.  
>>
>>Indeed it does, since it reinforces the "dirty old man in a raincoat"
>>stereotype.
>
>Maybe it appears that way to some but why can't it also be 
>interpreted (at least by you who know better) as an attempt 
>to show little girls that adult men are not the monsters their
>parents and schools tell them we are? 

It *does* show the little girls that, but what I meant was that
it reinforces the negative stereotype in adults that observe our
behaviour around children and misinterpret it.

Unfortunately it's these adults that perpetuate the myths and
misconceptions of us that plague the society we live in.  It's
these adults that run the media, and politics, and the child
abuse industry.  It's these adults that continue to ignore the
children's opinions and who use their authority to manipulate
the children's thought processes, squeezing them into their
own narrowness of mind.

--

That's all for now ... off to work!

'Tr'Pakh'
------------------------------------------------------------------


ends
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Sunday press-cuttings round-up:


 
* Federal judge grants ACLU injunction on New Mexico Internet law 
* Netscape's Support for PICS
* Campaign for UK age of consent at 14
* When indecency is in the eye of the beholder
* New Anonymous Dial-up ISP launches in USA


------------------------------------------------------------

_Federal judge grants ACLU injunction on New Mexico Internet 
law_  June 24, 1998

ALBUQUERQUE, New Mexico (AP) -- A federal judge has barred
a state Internet censorship law from going into effect July
1, concluding it would be unconstitutional and a burden on
interstate commerce. 

U.S. District Court Judge LeRoy Hansen granted a
preliminary injunction Tuesday, as sought by the American
Civil Liberties Union. He has asked attorneys for more
information. 
                             
The ACLU challenged the law one year after the Supreme
Court threw out a federal Internet censorship law, saying
it restricted free speech and threatened a large number of
Internet users. 
                              
"The content on the Internet is as diverse as human
thought," said Ann Beeson, an ACLU lawyer. She said it
would threaten interstate commerce by regulating Internet
material from other states. 
                                                   
The judge said he was unclear about what happens if illegal
Internet material comes from outside the state or if that
material goes to another state. 

------------------------------------------------------------


        
09 April 1998
------------------------------------------------------------

_Netscape's Support for PICS_

On the day a leading British teachers' trade union warned
that children are just 'two clicks' away from pornography
on the Internet and demanded protection for children and
their own members, Chris Ellison, from Internet Freedom,
claims that Netscape's latest plans for a revision to its
Web browser will have a major impact on free speech.

Netscape Communications has being having a hard time of it
recently. It started life as one of the major champions of
the Internet, especially the World Wide Web and developed
one of the world's leading browsers in the form of Netscape
Navigator. Since then, however, Netscape's fortunes have
taken a fall. The main challenge to its profits has come
from the likes of Microsoft who distributed a comparable
browser - Internet Explorer - for free. Since then
Microsoft and Netscape have been vying to produce the most
sophisticated Web browser.

Netscape's latest plan to reverse its plummet from grace
is to support PICS (Platform for Internet Content
Selection) censorship technology under the name of
NetWatch. Netscape has been contemplating incorporation of
the technology into its browser ever since Microsoft built
it into Internet Explorer. In an attempt to present itself
as a responsible and respectable software company, Netscape
has now confirmed its plans to adopt PICS in revision 4.05
to its browser which will be introduced in Germany by the
end of the month. English versions will be available later
in the year. Netscape's Cindy Roberts explains: "We believe
PICS is the future way to do content-filtering. But there
are not very many Web sites that have PICS labels now [so]
we want to go out and evangelise sites to adopt PICS
ratings."

The Platform for Internet Content Selection works by
embedding tags into Web pages to rate the material
according to various categories such as "sex", "violence",
"nudity", and "bad language". Recently the UK-based
Internet Watch Foundation proposed that this should be
extended for a European audience with categories such as
"intolerance". Browsers are then configured to refuse
access to material above certain levels in each category.
 There are two common myths about the technology. The first
is that it is merely a "ratings" mechanism rather like the
age classification of films or the star counts in some
television guides. Unlike ratings, the censorship
technology involves embedding hidden tags in the material
itself so that it can be filtered or blocked. The
classification is not designed to help the user so that
they can make a more informed decision about viewing the
material. It is designed to prevent access to it
completely. In fact the only thing that the PICS technology
really has in common with film classification is that
unrated material will become increasingly difficult to
view. Already four of the leading Internet search engines
have said that, if PICS takes off, they will cease to list
unrated material in searches. As Cassidy Sehgal from the
American Civil Liberties Union describes it, many Web sites
will simply "drop off the Net".

The second myth about the technology is that it empowers
the user to decide what types of material they wish to
view. Aside from the obvious point that NOT blocking
material in the first place must surely give users the
greatest decision-making capacity, the reality is that it
empowers everybody EXCEPT the user. The vast majority of
users currently access the Web through their workplaces,
universities, libraries or Internet cafes. Places where, on
the whole, users have no control over the settings of the
installed software. Would-be censors would suddenly find
their greatest dream realised. If all Web material is
suitably tagged for filtering, systematic censorship of the
Net will become a practical possibility. In a climate where
responsibility is the watchword of modern business, it's
only a matter of time before your own Internet Service
Provider takes the next step. Rather than closing down the
sites of individual customers that meet with their
disapproval, they can just cease to transmit material
according to their preferred ratings criteria.

Having started life promoting the Web for its positive
contribution to realising humanity's potential, Netscape is
set to destroy the very freedom it helped develop. With
Netscape evangelising PICS, the only freedom left to Net
users will be the freedom to decide whose tool for
censorship (Microsoft's or Netcape's) they prefer to adopt.

Internet Freedom's website can be found at 
[http://www.netfreedom.org] 

------------------------------------------------------------


Telegraph:
------------------------------------------------------------

      _Activists to push for gay sex at 14_
 _By Robert Shrimsley, Chief Political Correspondent 

GAY rights activists indicated yesterday that if, as
expected, MPs vote tonight to cut the homosexual age of
consent to 16, they will launch a campaign to lower it to
14.

A two-to-one majority is expected in the Commons on
legislation to bring the age limit into line with the law
for heterosexuals. In doing so, politicians will ignore
last-minute objections from the Archbishop of Canterbury 
Dr George Carey and other leading Anglican bishops said at the
weekend that a reduction to 16 would send "the wrong
messages" to the young. The Bishops are certain to lead
opposition to the change in the House of Lords and last
night they were backed by the Duke of Norfolk, the premier
Roman Catholic peer, who said he would fight to overturn
the anticipated Commons vote.

Tony Blair will lead MPs into the division lobby to back
the reduction to 16 in an amendment to the Crime and
Disorder Bill, tabled by Ann Keen, Labour MP for Brentford
and Isleworth. The Prime Minister is one of a number of
Christians in the Labour Party set to vote for 16. Others
include Jack Straw, the Home Secretary, and Chris Smith,
the Culture Secretary, who is gay. William Hague, the Tory
leader, is laid low with flu at his Yorkshire home, and his
spokesman said he was unlikely to be able to join Mr Blair
in voting for the reduction to 16, as he had in the past.
The spokesman stressed that he still supported the move.

Although both leaders are in favour of the amendment, MPs
have been given a free vote on the issue. Most of the
Cabinet is expected to back the change. The two who opposed
it in the last Parliament, David Blunkett, the Education
and Employment Secretary, and Ann Taylor, Leader of the
House, have both signalled a change of heart and will
probably abstain.

The plan to campaign for a new age of consent at 14 for
both heterosexuals and homosexuals was announced by the
militant group OutRage, led by Peter Tatchell, who was
arrested in April for disrupting the Archbishop of
Canterbury's Easter Sunday service. OutRage's demands for
an even lower age limit has angered other moderate
campaigners who fear that it could rouse peers to oppose
the measure when it comes before the Lords.

OutRage will stage a rally outside the Commons tonight and
Mr Tatchell said: "Once 16 is carried, we will be renewing
our campaign for an age of consent of 14 for everyone gay
and straight. Nearly half of all teenagers have their first
sexual experience before their sixteenth birthday, most
after the age of 14. For this reason 14 seems a fairer and
more realistic age of consent." OutRage is also demanding
other reforms, including the repeal of the laws on
soliciting, gross indecency and buggery. It is also seeking
legal recognition of same-sex relationships to afford gay
couples the same rights as all unwed heterosexuals.

However, Stonewall, the more moderate campaign group, said
it was not seeking an additional reduction in the age
limit. "Our position is that this debate is about equality
and we believe MPs will vote for equality," a spokesman
said. "Our agenda is equality and there is nothing else on
the agenda."

Stonewall has collected 430 pledges of support from MPs
for tonight's vote and believes that at least 370 of them
will turn up to ensure a majority in favour of the
reduction to 16. It estimates that up to 170 MPs oppose the
measure, including many in the shadow cabinet, but that
with the outcome seemingly a foregone conclusion, many of
these will not turn up tonight.

   [ Vote was won, but may not pass The House of Lords, 
     where there is heavy opposition from Bishops and 
     other religious Peers.  The move to criminalise
     relationships between 16-18 yos and teachers failed. ]

------------------------------------------------------------



Reproduced from Living Marxism issue 108, March 1998
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Philip Stokes, Senior Research Fellow of Nottingham Trent 
University, calls for a more intelligent attitude to
the controversy over photographing children

 
== When indecency is in the eye of the beholder ==

 The sporadic commotion in the courts and press over the
photographing of children is symbolic of a whole range of
problems and conflicts concerning the relationship of the
individual to the state today. But that is no comfort to
the people who find themselves at the sharp end, visited in
their homes by the police, or confronted by an airport
customs officer with the look of a triumphant truffle
hound, as he leafs through an art book or naturist magazine
retrieved from the hand luggage. For it is the officer in
charge on the ground who determines the meaning of
indecency, and the statutes are silent as to what the
indecent might reasonably be taken to be. Neither does the
recorded wisdom of Her Majesty's judges offer much
illumination. 

Such vagueness never deters action, though. With energies
more appropriate to the pursuit of crime than the
disputation of aesthetic taste, vast quantities of material
and effects are confiscated. The experience of Ron Oliver
might be an extreme case; but the removal and retention by
the police of some 20 000 items of his property, when by
their own account they were concerned with only three
images, is surreal by any standards. 

The average accused person, found in possession of one or
two books of photographs, is likely to discover that the
authorities are interested only in a couple of images from
each of them; but he will be perplexed indeed to discover
that somebody else whose possession of the same books has
fallen under the scrutiny of another police force, may be
charged in connection with quite different images. 
Despite this arbitrary interpretation of the law, the
authorities often act with a certitude of judgement that is
quite wrong where the matter has not yet even come to
court. The records of interrogations, especially of the
child subjects of photographs themselves, reveal shocking
efforts by the interrogators to construct indecencies and
promote an atmosphere of obscenity, with the possible
effect of creating stigmatised victims where none existed
prior to the authorities' intervention. 

In the cases under consideration here, the images do not
show any crime; that is to say, they do not represent
injury to or interference with their subjects. If they did,
there could be no argument; the image would evidence the
event, and the perpetrator could be brought to trial with
the photographer joined as accessory. But they do not.
Instead, underlying intentions and events preceding and
succeeding the making of the photographs in question are
inferred, as must be the dispositions and activities of any
third party who later comes into possession of those
images. 

For all the care and advanced science applied to the study
of physical evidence - the bloodstains, the traces of
explosives, the marks upon surfaces - the forensic
credibility of photographic speculations is on a level with
that of the inquisitions of witchfinders, whether from the
seventeenth century or from the much more recent and no
less regrettable events in Orkney and elsewhere. Can
anybody really be satisfied with the application of the
standards of magic and superstition in these areas? 
All we may see in a photograph is the configuration of a
limited slice of the world as it was in a tiny sliver of
time: what we see is all we can truly know. When we speak
about that photograph as the representation of an event, it
is only because our instinct is to make sense of things
through the stories we tell ourselves about them. If we
read a story out of a photograph, then, it must be
virtually all our own fiction with only the tiniest
anchorage to a real event. So we are left with the ironic
conclusion that the dire anathematisations of the moralists
and enforcers are probably no more than fantasies boiling
up from the pressure cookers of their own battened-down
libidos. Julia Somerville and her family, with countless
others, know all the squalor that can come leaking out of
those quarters. 

When the law claims to be able to see intention, it does so
in the face of the philosophical axiom that we cannot know
the mind of another; that all we may know is their
behaviour. While the possession of nude photographs of
children may be significant in the case of somebody known
to be guilty of paedophile acts, it is wholly improper to
reverse the argument and assume that another person might
be contemplating indecent acts just because they possess
such photographs. By that logic, one should jail anybody
possessing antiques magazines on the grounds that they will
eventually commit burglary. 

The failure to understand the mechanisms of representation,
compounded by the obscurity of the law, leads to some
extraordinary outcomes in the courts. One always hopes that
they will be partially redeemed by being comic; but tragedy
is never far away and absurdity is universal, as it has
been throughout the history of censorship trials (Lady
Chatterley, Oz). The heretical among us will be forgiven
for suggesting that such uses of the law can only undermine
the broader legislative and judicial system. 

We note too, that such farcical performances are echoed
across the world in courts which deal with the non-violent
aspects of sexual behaviour, or indeed with any matter of
belief or private action that does not involve demonstrable
harm to third parties. It seems as impossible to legislate
for justice in these areas as it is to conduct the
consequent legal processes with either logic or dignity;
yet the lesson that the state has no business in the
beliefs or private actions of its citizens has thus far
proved unlearnable. 

In Anglo-American societies deeply scarred by Puritanism,
there is an ingrained tendency to forbid others to do that
which one dislikes doing - or does not wish to be known as
doing - oneself. The tendency to ban things and persecute
people, despite having been so historically discredited, is
alive and malignant under a UK government which claims
social justice as its motor. The fight for an intelligent
understanding in the matter of the photography of children
is both an aspect of opposing censorship, and a component
in the general struggle to reform and so strengthen the
legislature and judicial practice of the United Kingdom. 


Philip Stokes is a photographer and writer, recently
retired from teaching photography, and now a Senior
Research Fellow of Nottingham Trent University 
------------------------------------------------------------



New Anonymous Dial-up ISP launches in USA:
------------------------------------------------------------

The people behind 
<a href="http://www.anonymizer.com/">The Anonymizer</a> 
have just started an anonymous ISP...

>June 19th 1998: "The Anonymizer Dialup service provides 
>high-speed, unlimited Internet dialup connections in 
>many major metropolitan areas across the United States, 
>including San Diego, Silicon Valley, New York City, 
>Philadelphia, Chicago and Los Angeles. The service will 
>expand to Washington DC and several other cities in the 
>near future. The pre-paid service does not require the 
>customer to supply any personal information.  Anonymizer 
>Dialup includes e-mail, news groups and access to 
>Anonymizer Surfing, which protects against threats to 
>personal privacy while visiting web sites.  Anonymizer 
>Dialup users can connect to the Internet without revealing 
>any personal information, even to the connection provider."

------------------------------------------------------------

ends
